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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM, REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH AND LITERATURE 
THE PROBLEM 
From the earliest civilizations the art and science o£ 
teaching have merited the esteem and respect of mankind. 
The evaluation of teaching and teachers embodies a similar 
history. As man has evaluated himself, his accomplishments 
and his needs, a concurrent evaluation af teaching has taken 
place. This has been done by students, teachers and even 
governments. Knowledge, personality, goals, competence and 
many other equally important criteria have been utilized. 
Today, teacher evaluation plays an important part in 
fostering the highest ideals of democratic American education. 
Nation-wide demand for the very highest standards in the 
education of American youth have centered great concern on 
training, obtaining and further teacher talent and competency. 
~. 
Statement of the Problem 
The purpose of this study is to construct and validate 
a. scale that can be used to rate teaching service to children 
in grades four, five and six. This study is concerned with 
the following three problems: 
1 
A. To build a scale for rating teachers' classroom 
services for these learning needs of children: 
1. Adapting instruction to various levels of 
ability. 
2. Providing different progress rates in learning. 
3. Giving special help at points of weakness in 
learning development. 
4. Encouraging individual and group self-direction 
and initiative. 
5. Enriching learning to make it significant and 
useful. 
B. To discover the relationship that exists between (1) 
the ratings given to teachers on the above-listed 
services using the rating scale; and (2) pupil 
achievement. 
c. To determine the reliability of the teacher service 
rating scale. 
Significance of the Problem 
Wide divergence in criteria, construction, use and 
reliability of merit rating systems and teacher evaluation 
have, thus far, produced little educational agreement. The 
basis for judgment encompasses all fringe areas of teaching 
competence but studiously avoids the crux of the individual 
teacher's merits- the classroom. instructional services which 
she renders to children. The study attempts to provide an 
2 
• 
fnstrument to rate the quality of teaching service in relation 
to its effect on pupil achievement. 
Examination of rating instruments which are in actual 
use, or proposed for use, reveals the need for an instrument 
which specifically indicates the level of classroom service 
to pup;ls provided by each teacher. The careful avoidance of 
this type of measurement is readily apparent when examining 
publis~ed research and related li.terature of rating scales. 
REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH 
The McCall·.study 
l 
· A significant study in teacher rating by McCa2l was 
initiated as a result of the North Carolina General Assembly's 
concern as to the feasibility of merit rating for salary 
purposes. This legislative body is charged with the 
responsibility of public education in North Carolina. Under 
the direction of the State Education Commission an Advisory 
Committee on Merit Rating of Teachers was formed comprising 
teachers, principals, superintendents and professors of 
educ~tion. 
~he professprs, specialists in study and research in 
t~~cher rating were: Dr. A. s. Barr, Professor of ~ucation, 
~ ~-
University of Wisconsin; Dr. A. R. Mead, Professor of 
l 
William A. McCall, Measurement of Teacher Merit, Raleig , 
N. c.: State Superintendent of Public Instruction, 1952. 
3 
Education, University of Florida; Dr. Wi~liam A. McCall, 
Professor of Education, Columbia University. 
1 
The initiation of the study was characterized by McCall 
in reporting: 
11 After prolonged consideration of the matter, the 
specialists, Advisory Committee and Governor's 
Commission all agreed: 
1. No one or combination of the many methods in 
use or proposed for measuring teacher merit 
has been sufficiently validated to justify 
its adoption for determining a teacher's 
salary.· 
2. A research should be authorized by the State 
to determine the validity of various proposed 
methods for measuring merit. 
3. The worth of each method should be judged by 
its correlation with the most acceptable 
criterion of teacher merit; namely, the proved 
ability of the teacher to make desirable, 
balanced changes in pupils." 
Three school systems -- rural and urban, Negro and white, 
using both Negro and white teachers comprised the population. 
The study was conducted in the county schools of Guilford 
2 
County, North Carolina. McCall explained this choice in 
writing: 
"The reasons for using aixth grade teachers only 
in the critical research were several. There were 
enough complexities in such An_ investigation without 
trying to study teachers from different grades. Then, 
too, pupils in the sixth grade could read well enough 
1 
McCall, op. cit., P• 7. 
2 
Ibid., p. 11. 
4 
to follow directions and take an elaborate battery of 
tests, and.they were mature enough to appreciate some-
thing of the significance of the investigation and 
cooperate toward making it a success. Furthermore, 
that grade is about halfway in years bet"ttJeen the first 
and twelfth grades and hence is likely to yield 
conclusions of wider applicability than some grade 
nearer the extremes." 
1 
The criterion on which the study is based is rather 
simple and to the point: 
"This whole study stands or falls on the accept-
ability and adequacy of the criterion of teacher worth; 
nrunely, the teacher's proved ability to produce growth 
in pupils. Congerning acceptability: if the reader 
~ not agree with the lay and professional leaders 
•••• that~ criterion~~ chief and pr0per ~~ 
~ will be unable to accep.t any of ~ conclusions f!:2!! 
this research." 
2 
He further emphasizes this point in stating: 
"Anyone who thinks a teacher's training, experience, 
personality; rating by superiors, intelligence, or any-
, thing else is a better criterion than ability to produce 
growth in pupils will not agree with the findings of 
this study, unless his preferred criterion shows a close 
eorrelation with the criterion adopted in this research.~ 
Control of variables was considered for drop outs, 
absenteeism, intelligence, variations in class size, and 
growth.score corrections. These and other variables were 
controlled, were so reported and treated with accepted 
resea~ch procedures. 
1 
William A. McCall, op. cit., p. 11. 
2 
Ibid. 
5 
Measures used included eight batteries of tests given in 
late September and mid-May of the following year. These test 
were (1} an intelligence test, (2) Comprehensive Achievement 
Test, (3) Omnibus Achievement Test to measure traditional 
knowledge and skill, {4) Omnibus Questionnaire to discover 
personal habits, practices, attitudes and adjustments, {5) 
Word Knowledge Test to measure more progressive areas of 
teaching and unusual curriculum area teaching results, (6) 
Social Behavior Scale, (7) Creative Composition and (8) 
Handwriting. 
Comparisons were made on the basis of mean class scores, 
growth scores and criteria commonly used to rate teachers. 
Final data was based on seventy-three teachers and 2,164 
pupils. 
The validity of five conventional methods of measuring 
teacher merit was examined. The amount of teacher training 
was the first selected index. The hypothesis that teachers 
become better teachers in proportion to the amount of their 
1 
training was rejected by McCall who found: 
"•••• there is very little relationship between 
training and merit, for 2Q per cent of the dif~erence in 
merit among teachers must be ascribed to something other 
than the amount of training." 
1 
McCall, op. cit., p. 21. 
6 
I ' 
.. .. 
The second method considered was that of experience of 
1 
the teacher. He reports that "•••• the r between experience 
and the criterion is negligibly negative, -.04. Thus both 
methods of computing correlation yield the same general 
conclusion, namely that there is little or no relationship 
between experience and efficiency." 
2 
The ratings of principals was the third method reported. 
Each teacher rated by her principal produced the conclusion 
that "•••• the principals tended to a very slight degree to 
call good teachers poor and poor teachers good. The 
co~f.ficient o.f correlation is .ll.n Thus, another commonly 
accepted and used method o.f rating teachers is disapproved. 
The fourth method considered commonly used to rate 
3 
~eachers is the rating of teachers_ by their peers. 
' 
The rating o.f a teacher by her peers showed an 
index o.f validity of -11 per cent. In short, there is 
a tendency for every adult associated with the teachers 
pro.fessionally to misjudge the teachers. 
I~ is interesting to note that neither principals nor 
fellow teachers are able to e.ffectively rate teachers. 
1 
McCall, op. cit., P• 23. 
2 
Ibid. 
7 
The confidential self-rating of each teacher was the 
fifth considered method of. rating teachers. Of this method, 
1 
McCall states: 
"Each teacher ranked himself in exactly the same 
manner as did his principal and his peers. The index 
of validity was found to be +39 per cent. At last we 
find somebody in the school system who has a sub-
stantially correct idea of the teacher's worth. If 
the 39 per cent can be boosted by the estimated 
correction for attenuation we get about 59 per cent." 
None of the five conventionally used methods of rating 
teachers appears to have any value as measured by the 
criterion. 
In addition to the five conventional methods reported 
above, the North Carolina Study included other measures and 
other factors -- considered newer methods of measuring merit. 
Results reported in the McCall study, correlating pupil 
achievement and each newer method of teacher rating are 
summarized in Chart 1. Each method of teacher merit measure~ 
ment ~d the validity of the method as compared to pupil 
measures is followed by an index of validity. The index of 
validity was determined by the difference-in-quotients method 
of correlation. This method was used as it allows for the 
' 
amount of correlation to be expressed as a per cent. Crucial 
points in the study are also presented in product-moment 
coefficients of correlation. 
1 
McCall, op. cit., P• 24. 
8 
CHART 1 
SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF THE McCALL STUDY ON THE 
VALIDITY OF NEW METHOD~ OF MEASURING TEACHER MERIT 
Method of Measuring Merit 
(per cent) 
Indices of 
Validity 
A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 
Merit Study Personality Plus-Minus 
Technique Used by Principals 
Merit Study Personality Plus-Minus 
Technique Used by Teacher's Peers 
Merit Study Personality Plus-Minus 
Technique Used by the Teacher 
on Himself 
-6 
-10 
+12 
Merit Study Personality Paired-Traits 
Method Used by Principals +20 
E. Merit Study Personality Paired-Traits 
Method Used by the Teacher's Peers +12 
F. Pupils' Ratings of their Teacher on 
the Social Behavior Scale (May 
Indices) 
G. 
I. 
Cleanliness 
Manners 
Temper Control 
Kindness 
Good Citizen 
College Marks of Teachers 
Morris Trait Index 
Merit Study Professional Knol'Tl.edge 
Test 
J. McCall-HeDring-Loftus School Practices 
+22 
+39 
+34 
+34 
+33 
-28 
-7 
+6 
Questionnaire 
Form l (Sept.) +4 
Form 2 +23 
r Mean Form 1 and Form 2 +15 
K. Merit Study Sports Knowledge Test +6 
· (continued on the next page) 
9 
r 
.22 
-.11 
.17 
.15 
CHART I (Continued) 
Method of Measuring Merit 
L. 
N. 
Merit Questionnaire on Variety 
of Games Played 
Merit Questionnaire on Amount of 
Time Spent in Sports Activity 
Merit Study Contemporary Persons 
Test 
o. Merit Study Test af Political 
Tolerance 
P. Merit Study Questionnaire on 
Social Participation 
Q. Merit Study Questionnaire on Job 
Participation 
R. Intelligence Tests 
s. Work Knowledge Test 
T. Comprehensive Achievement Test 
(Same as given pupils) 
u. Omnibus Achievement Test, Form I 
(Same as given pupils} 
v. Composition Test 
w. ~Omnibus Questionnaire, Form I 
(Same as given pupils} 
X. The Hundred Per Gent Teacher 
Indices of 
Validity 
(per cent) 
-4-3 
-29 
0 
+24 
+13 
0 
+3 
+' 
-13 
-5 
+9 
+31 
(Lists comprehensively skills which 
should be possessed by the hundred 
per cent teacher.) 0 
r 
-.2,5 
.18 
0 
0 
.09 
.10 
0 
0 
0 
.26 
10 
Chart 1 shows that no one or combination of the many 
methods, so-called "new methods," has been sufficiently 
validated to justify placing any faith in their use •. 
The Knight studx 
In an attempt to isolate the significant and measurable 
qualities of effective teaching and the methods of measuring 
1 
these qualities, Knight used a sampling of 153 elementary 
and high school t~achers. He obtained mutual ratings of the 
teachers themselves, superintendents' ratings and pupil 
estimates. Employing the chance-halves method of correlation 
he found: that the reliability of mutual ratings was .89; 
of teachers' and supervisors' ratings, .96; and of teachers' 
ratings with pupil estimates, .68. Although this study was 
done in 1922, the results are still widely quoted. As late 
as 1949, considerable interest was still being shown in this 
study• Beecher commented on this study: 
"Many objective facts were correlated with the 
ratings thus obtained including: general teaching 
ability with age, experience, handwriting, intelli-
gence, academic interests, scholarship, professional 
in-service study, ability to pass a test. The 
correlation of general teaching ability with the 
professional test standing was .5*, with scholarship 
-.15, and with intelligence -.10. 1 
1 
Boyce, A. c., Methods of Measuring Teachers' 
Efficiency, 14th Yearbook, National Society for the Study 
of Education, Part II, University of Chicago Press, 1915, 
P• 83. 
11 
From this study it appears that the items measured 
showed little or no cerrelation with general teaching ability 
and that teachers' and pupils' ratings appear to be of more 
value than professional test standing. 
The Boardman Study 
The next extensive study of pupil ratings was reported 
by Boardman in 1930. He attempted to analyze factors enter-
ing into pupils' judgments of teachers and to compare pupils' 
judgments with those of supervisors and teachers. A sample 
from four high schools, enrolling from 300 to 1,000 pupils, 
was used. Names of current teachers were written on paper 
by the pupils and they proceeded to rank those teachers 
listed by five questions; one question given at a time 
orally. 
2. 
The questions were as follows: 
Consider the amount of work which you do for 
your teachers. For which do you ~ork the 
hardest? 
Consider your liking or regard for your teachers. 
Which do you like the most? 
Consider the order or discipline in your classeso 
Which teacher has the best order or discipline? 
Consider the amount you learn from your classes. 
From which teacher do you learn the most? 
Consider the teaching efficiency of your teachers. 
Which do you think.is the best or most efficient 
in teaching? 
A chance-halves technique was used in determining the follow-
ing correlations: 
1. Pupil rankings .81. 
2. Supervisors' rankings .88. 
3. Teachers' rankings of their asso~iates .71. 
4• Supervisor-teacher correlation .68. 
5. Supervisor-pupil correlation .56. 
Even though both pupil and supervisors' rankings were high, 
the correlation between the supervisors and the pupils was 
} 
somewhat lower, .56. It-is interesting to note the differ-
ences in the reliabilities of the Knight and Boardman Studies 
The value of pupil-rating of teachers, which seemed to be 
qonsistently high in the three studies previously mentioned, 
probably led to further investigation of pupil achievement 
growth and teacher rating. The Barr Study considers these 
.factors and is next reported. 
The Barr study 
This study was carried on under the auspices of the 
University of Wisconsin in collaboration with the State 
Department of Public Instruction • The research was begun 
in 1934 and completed in 1944 to find answers to three 
specific questions: 
1. What are the prerequisites to teaching 
efficiency? 
2. How valid and reliable are some of the 
instruments commonly employed in measuring 
teaching efficiency and its prerequisites? 
3. How do the prerequisites to teaching efficiency 
as measured in this investigation, seem to be 
interrelated? 
13 
Twenty-three measures were applied to pupils including 
tests of attitudes and behavior, as well as skills and knGwl-
edge. Subjects were selected from one-room village and rural 
schools. Teachers were from non-departmentalized schools to 
eliminate the effect of teachers other than the one under 
consideration and pupils were equated. Equipment and 
materials were equalized and the time factor was carefully 
controlled. The population of the study consisted of twenty-
eight eighth grade classes in Citizenship in non-department-
alized schools. Pupil achievement was measured near the 
beginning and near the end of the year and, also, just before 
and just after the teaching of 2 three-week units in 
Citizenship. Twelve different tests were administered to the 
1 
teachers. The conclusions as reviewed by Beecher indicate 
that: 
2. 
5. 
1 
Dwight 
of Teachin 
Intelligence seems to be the highest 
conditioning factor in teacher success 
of those checked. 
Social attitudes are important. 
Attitude toward teachers and teaching is 
important. 
Knowledge of subject and ability to diagnose 
pupil maladjustments are important. 
Correlations between supervisors' ratings 
and cr.iteria of the study, namely pupil 
change, were insignificant. 
Personality, as defined, is insignificant.n 
Evaluation 
Foreword 
14 
The Chandler Study 
1 
to: 
Chandler asserted in his report that his purpose was 
11 (1) work out a research design for the effect of 
school salary policies on teacher morale, (2) design 
and validate a teacher attitude inventory that will 
measure teacher morale, and (3) determine if teacher 
morale is significantly related to salary policies in 
a small sample of school systems." 
Chandler warned that his efforts were not to ascertain 
the factors that determine teacher morale but to establish 
whether or not there was a significant difference in teacher 
morale in school systems that are similar except for use of 
a merit or single salary schedule. 
The study embodied ten suburban school systems to the 
north and west of Chicago, Illinois. Of the ten, two were 
large senior high schools and six were elementary schools -
kindergarten through eighth grade. The following factors 
were considered in the selection of the schools: (1) 
location in suburban communities with similar socio-economic 
population; (2} number of teachers; (3) true value of 
1 
B. F. Chandler, Educational Administration and Super-
vision (March, 1959), 45:107-110. 
15 
property and (4) expenditure per pupil in average daily 
attendance. 
Five of the ten communities had adopted a merit salary 
schedule and the remaining five employed the single salary 
schedule. The bre~down of teachers was 336 teaching in 
merit schedule schools ~nd 278 teaching in single salary 
schools. 
These 614 teachers were administered Attitude Inventor-
ies, and the following findings were reported: 
A significant difference in level of morale 
existed between the schools involved in the research 
but no significant difference in morale level existed 
between schools grouped on the basis of type of 
salary schedule {merit versus non~merit). It was 
further reported that the type of salary plan 
utilized by a school system (merit or non-merit) is 
not a significant variable in isolation relative to 
the determination of morale level in a school system. 
This study might serve as an initial ef~ort to further 
research in the area of teacher morale as affected by types 
(merit or non-merit) of salary schedules. It should also 
help to dispel those fears so freque~tly expressed; namely, 
that teacher evaluation as it relates to teacher-salary will 
adversely affect the teacher morale in the system. 
Andrews and Brown Study 
Using 608 teachers and principals from nine large high 
schools from within a 150-mile radius of Chicago, but not 
16 
1 
from within the city. Andrews and Brown investigated the 
extent to which ratings of effectiveness assigned by 
principals to teachers are cont~nated by similarity and 
difference in personality between principal and teacher. 
Andrews and Brown were motivated by the fact that 
disagreement had been registered in other similar studies. 
A few o~ the findings which preceded this investigation 
were: 
2 
1. Guba and Bidwell had found that "the 
principal's estimate of a teacher's effective-
ness is an expression of the degree to which he 
perceives that the teacher conforms to the 
principal's expectations for the teacher role. 11 
3 
2. Stern, Stein and Bloom had suggested 
that "the teacher behavior which a principal rates 
is a function of transactional relationships be-
tween the teacher and his social and non"social 
environment." They further suggested that "in 
the rating process, attention is drawn to the 
principal as a part of the social environment." 
1 
John H. M. Andrews and Alan F. Brown~ "Can Principals 
Exclude Their Own Personality Characteristics ~fuey They Rate 
Their Teachers?", Educational Administration and Supervision, 
(July, 1959), PP• 234-242. 
2 
E. G. Guba and c. E. Bidwell, Administrative Relation~ 
ships: Teacher Effectiveness, Teacher Satisfaction and 
Administrative Behavior, Chicago Midwest Administration 
Center, University of Chicago, 1957. 
17 
1 
3. Prince used twenty principals and 
one hundred teachers in his investigation and 
shmfed "no signi.ficant relationship between 
degree o.f teacher-principal congruence o.f 
educational values (classi.fied as emergent-
traditional) and principal-rated teacher 
e.ffectiveness." 
2 
Andrews and Brown devised a six-point Principal-Rated 
Ef.feotiveness Scale. 
"It was designed to elicit .from the principal 
a subjective judgment o.f a teacher's global 
effectiveness in terms of degrees above and below 
the average effectiveness of teachers in the 
particular school." 
Psychological needs were measured by the Edwards Persona 
Pre.ferenoe Schedule. The degree to which the needs o.f a 
teacher and his principal were congruent was determined by 
the Cronbach-Gleser n2 method. This same method was also 
applied to the data received .from administering the Allport• 
Vernon-Lindzey 11Study of Values." 
3 
Andrews and Brown report that: "For purposes 
o.f analysis the general hypotheses that teacher-
principal similarity in personality characteristics 
1 
R. Prince, "Individual Values and Administrative 
Effectiveness," Administrator's Notebook (Deeember, 1957), 
Volume VI;~, PP• 1-4. 
2 
Ibid. 
3 
Ibid. 
18 
is related to effectiveness in ratings was broken 
down for testing purposes into three specific 
hypotheses. The relationship was sought separately 
for each of the three personality characteristics 
under consideration - needs, values and educational 
attitudes." 
. 
The three hypotheses were then tested by constructing 
three-by"three chi-square tables. 
They report their findings as .follows: "The 
study agrees with that of Prince in 'finding no 
relationship between teacher-principal similarity 
in personality elements and principals' ratings of 
teachers' effectiveness'." 
1 
Andrews and Brown lend encouragement by stating, 
As such, the study may be interpretated, at 
least tentatively, as increasing confidence in 
rating as a measure of effectiveness as far as this 
spurious personality effect is concerned." 
1 
Ibid. 
19 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Published educational opinion on teacher rating 
outweighs the research studies that have been reported. In 
an attempt to crystalize a review of the related literature, 
four main topics were selected to categorize the different 
aspects of teacher rating as recorded in the literature. 
They are: (1) orientating teacher to programs of teacher 
rating; (2) establishing criteria for teacher rating; (3) 
selection of personnel for teacher rating; and (4) the need 
for creat~ve study in evaluating effective teacher practices. 
Orientating Teachers to Programs of Teacher Rating 
That certain basic understandings must be present within 
the operation of the staff for teacher rating to serve its 
purpose is a commonly accepted point of departure for 
1 
initiating rating. Vander Werf places these basic understand 
ings in proper perspective when he says: 
"Normally, growth in teachers can be encouraged 
only in an atmosphere of freedom to learn and inquire, 
by the behavior of stimulating leadership, and in 
cooperative attacks upon problems o~ mutual and 
significant concern." 
1 
Lester s. Vander Werf, "The Evaluation of Teaching," 
School Board Journal (October, 1956), pp. 27-30. 
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1 
Leonard further emphasizes the fact that rating will 
not only be accepted but that it will more nearly accomplish 
its purpose when embodied with a proper frame of reference. 
He expl~ins: 
"In the final analysis, than, if teacher-
rating scales can become an integral part of a 
school system without becoming too personal and 
subjective, they may improve school standards. 
The goal of education should embody proper spirit 
and desire for professional growth resulting in 
better teaching, more progressive schools, and a 
vastly improved educational system." 
This comment is concerned, not only, with teacher departure 
points but, rather, includes all school staff members, and 
emphasiz~s commonly-sought educational goals. 
2 
Leonard's viewpoint is shared by Lewis who adds impetus 
to the need for mutual respect on the part of both the 
administrator and the teacher in presenting this statement: 
"A merit rating system cannot be developed to 
the benefit of a school system unless there is mutual 
confidence and respect on the part of the teachers, 
administrators and the lay public. Charges and 
counter-charges may diminish if all parties concerned 
will use as their ultimate criterion the answer to the 
question, 'Is this particular point conducive to a 
better learning situation for the students in our 
schools?" 
1 
Victor E. Leonard, "How Effective Are Teacher Rating 
Scales?", Clearing House (February, 1944), 18:363-364. 
2 
William Paul Lewis, "Merit Rating and the Single Salary 
Schedule," Educational Administration and Supervision 
(September, 1959), pp. 297-299. 
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1 
Rose broadens the basic tenets of rating and cautions 
the profession of the dire results it may face unless each 
person within it meets his individual responsibility. She 
states: 
"If evaluations of teaching are to have lasting 
beneficial ef£ects, it will be because the individual 
teachers whose work is evaluated have learned to view 
their own efforts somewhat dispassionately and 
scientifically. Evaluation programs will contain 
varying amounts of threat for each individual, 
depending on a whole group of associated conditions. 
To minimize the threat and to learn how to make 
professional use of the objective data obtained 
constitutes a challenge to the profession as a whole 
and to each individual in it which, if successfully 
met, can raise the general quality of educational 
effort to a plane now seen in only the exceptional 
classrooms and schools." 
Commensurate with the aforementioned, teacher concern 
2 
of rating is evidenced in the National Education Association 
report challenging rating to accomplish the following: 
"•••• evaluation should be considered from the 
point of view of helping to improve the teacher's 
work. To this end the method must take into 
consideration: (1) the teacher's knowledge and the 
activities that provide the children with educational 
experiences; (2) the teacher's sensitivity to the 
child's behavior problems; {3) the teacher's effective-
ness in planning and carrying out plans." 
1 
Gale Rose, "Toward the Evaluation of Teaching," 
Educational Leadership (January, 1958), pp. 231-238. 
2 
National Education Association, New England Conference 
on Instruction, Proceedings, 1956, p. 23. 
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In spite o~ obvious di~~iculties to be overcome, 
optimism ~or the overall objectives o~ rating are enhanced 
1 
by Ovard as he indicates: 
"Reasons why some merit programs seem to be 
succeeding: Administrators are well trained to work 
closely with teachers as instructional leaders and 
have time to do so." 
Establishing Criteria ~or Teacher Rating 
General concern is registered relative to the ~act that, 
too ~requently, rating systems do not evaluate the true worth 
o~ the teacher in the light o~ her work. This is expressed b 
2 
Ovard : 
~· "Generally, merit rating programs now in use 
attempt to evaluate teachers not only in their 
general e~fectiveness in the classroom, but also 
on personal qualities and attributes, work done in 
the community and in the professional groups, 
educational travel, training, experience, profes-
sional attitude and contribution to professional 
literature. There are many writers who advocate 
that the sole basis of judging teacher competence 
should be the growth o~ the pupils." 
1 
Glen F. Ovard, "Teachers' Merit Rating," School Board 
Journal (October, 1959), P• 40. 
2 
Ovard, ~· cit., P• 37. 
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One writer who advocates change in pupils' achievement 
1 
as a basis for teacher rating is McCall who speaks of the 
North Carolina Study: 
"This whole study stands or falls on the accept-
ability and adequacy of the criterion of teacher worth, 
namely, the teacher's proved ability. to produce growth 
in pupils." 
Concurring with McCall on the feasibility of using 
2 
pupil growth data as effective rating criteria is Bolton 
who feels that: 
"Achievement test scores can be used in an 
ordinary school situation to evaluate the effectiveness 
of teaching, provided bases for eomparing the initial 
ability of the pupils involved are available." 
1 
William A. McCall, State Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, Raleigh, North Carolina, Measurement of Teacher 
Merit, Publication 284. 
2 
Floyd B. Bolton, "EValuating Teaching Effectiveness 
Through the Use of Scores on Achievement Tests," Journal of 
Education Research, 38:9. 
Disagreement of the selection of the criteria based 
l 
upon pupil achievement is strongly expressed by Rose who 
warns~ 
"To consider the evaluation of teaching is 
at once to focus on a process, a complex of acts, 
certain patterns of behavior, rather than on the 
person performing them or on the consequences of 
his behavior. Likewise, the teacher's personality, 
and other factors which interact with environment 
to produce certain teaching acts, may be thought of 
as causes or conditioners of performance and should 
be identified separately from the teaching itself." 
Criteria other than pupil growth are suggested by 
2 
Peterson who recommends the following seven areas for 
measuring teacher competence: 
1 
"1. Preparation and Planning 
2. Recognition of and Provision for 
Individual Differences 
3. Motivation 
4. Exhibition of Command of Subject 
Matter 
5. Teaching Techniques 
6.· Classroom Control 
1·. Classroom Atmospheren 
Rose, loc. cit. 
2 
Carl H. Peterson, ttseven Keys to Evaluating Teacher 
Competence", School Board Journal (May, 1958), pp. 34·36. 
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1 
Tiedemrun acknowledges difficulties which he 
encountered in the area of criteria selection. He states: 
"The committee experienced greatest 
difficulty in specifying the professional 
performance expected of the teacher. The 
committee made several efforts to construct 
various rating devices which would portray the 
professional performance of the teacher. None 
of these efforts proved acceptable." 
Another dissenter in the use of pupil achievement is 
2 
Raths who suggests an even wider a~ea of collection of 
criteria: 
"In this brief listing of the more important 
dangers associated with appraising effectiveness 
in teaching, mention should be made also of the 
great danger of making judgments on the basis of 
inadequate evidence. The data must represent a 
fair sampling of the teacher's activities in 
classroom, in extra-curricular activities, in 
faculty and committee meeti~gs, and in community 
participation." 
A more moderate view contrasting the pupil achievement 
criteria and the "broad base" evaluative criteria is that of 
1 
Dr. David V. Tiedeman, IDeacher Competence and Its 
Relation to Salary, New England School Development Council, 
July 1956. 
2 
Louis Raths, "Dangers of Appraising Teaching 
Eff'iciency," The School ::Executive (April, 1948), 67:55-56. 
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1 
Bruce and Bruce who suggest not one or the above criteria 
but, instead, a combination or both: 
ttThe solution or the problem, it would seem 
lies in the modernization and legal acceptance of 
periodic appraisals of the erficiency and profes-
sional spirit of the teachers. Such appraisals 
must include not merely the judgment of principals 
and superintendents on the personality and general 
interests of teachers. It may well include the 
directly measurable teaching results observed in 
passing·marks, results of achievement tests, ••••" 
This plea, expressed five years ago, was an earnest 
demand ror an objective instrument to measure and evaluate 
teaching results. 
The goal toward which teacher rating should strive and 
the basic philosophy underlying criteria selection is 
2 
voiced by Troyer • 
nThe basic purpose of evaluation in education 
should be to help individuals understand and accept 
themselves for what they are - their abilities, 
patterns of interests, emotional make-up and 
background preparation; and having done this, to 
set realistic goals for themselves and to accept 
rewards appropriate to these goals." 
1 
William George Bruce and William c. Bruce, "Shall the 
Teacher .... Tenure Laws be Amended?" (Editorial), American School 
Board Journal (May, 1935), 90:43. 
2 
Troyer, £E.• cit. 
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The Selection of Personnel for Teacher Rating 
Programs of evaluation encounter most violent opposition 
when the determination of who is to evaluate is considered. 
The task itself presupposes that the person or persons will 
have certain knowledge and competence in making judgment. 
1 
Raths comments: 
"Those who assume major responsibilities for 
collecting and interpr~ting these data must be 
competent, informed, objective and sincere in their 
approach to the job. ·To be fully errective they 
must in ev·ery instance secure the teacher's 
participation in the task of attributing meaning 
to the data collect." 
Procedures and proposals have been offered embracing 
t .I 2 ~ 1 !"' 
several schools of thought. Tiedeman proposes·: . • 
u •••• that the superintendent, principal, and 
supervisor or department head be responsible for 
recommending to. the school committee that a new 
teacher be hired. Then three officials should . 
also be responsible for recommending to the school 
committee concerning the re-employment of a teacher 
after one and two years of teaching in the system. 
However, when a teacher starts his third year of 
employment in a school system, the school committee 
should appoint an ad ~ committee to evaluate. the 
1 
Raths, loc. cit. 
2 
Tiedeman, loc cit. 
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teacher. The ad hoc committee for each teacher 
should include-one-ichool board member, the 
superintendent or his representative, the 
building principal of the teacher, the teacher's 
supervisor or department head, if there is one, 
and three teachers. Two of the three teachers 
should teach in the same school building as the 
teacher being evaluated and one should teach in 
a diff'erent building if possible." 
Indicative of' the many proposals advanced as suggest-
ions f'or types of' evaluations is pupil participation as 
1 
discussed by Hansen • He proposes: 
Pupil-teacher evaluation has received a 
great deal of' recognition in recent years. 
Research studies reveal that pupil rating shows 
both merit and utility. Teachers indicate a 
willingness to accept student criticism more 
readily than criticism f'rom other adults. 11 
2 
Hansen substantiates this contention by stating: 
"The value of' teacher evaluation for the 
student is a better assurance that impartiality 
will be shown in selection and retention of' 
teachers if a system of measurement is used. 
The student might also expect improved teacher 
~ff'icienoy through improved evaluation devices." 
1' 
Basil c. Hansen, "Open The Curtain on this Farce 
Called 'Teacher Evaluation'," Educational, Administration 
and Supervision (October, 1946), 32:4-12-18. 
2 
Loa. Cit. 
r 
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Another school of thought on who should rate has 
focused renewed attention toward self-evaluation. Of this 
1 
Rucker maintains: 
"A cooperative self-evaluation program is the 
answer not only for identifying better teachers, 
but it is surely the road to advancement of the 
profession as teachers and other educational 
workers work together to find better ways of 
helping children in the classroom.," 
Probably the key to self-evaluation as mentioned by 
Rucker is the psychological implication that teachers would 
have knowledge of their own progress toward self-established 
goals. 
2 
Patrick makes a strong case from a psychological point 
of view as he pleads the following in favor of an acknowleag-
ment of progress: 
"The educational psychologists insist that 
there is little or no learning without the knowledge 
of progress, that interest and enthusiasm wane if 
there is no clear goal. With frequent estimates of. 
progress toward that goal, teachers, as individuals 
and as groups, need to have more responsibility for 
the work they do .. " 
1 
w. Ray Rucker and Wilson F. Wetzler, 'lstaff and 
Curriculum Evaluation;- One Process," Educational, Adminis-
tration and Supervision. 
2 
T. L. Patrick, "Evaluating Individual Teachers," 
Educational, Administration and Supervision, 1956, 42:4-9. 
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Few new ventures are characterized by the absence of 
critics. A danger frequently expressed concerning the use 
of teacher rating scales is that current understandings, 
knowledge and reliability of teacher rating measures do not 
support its use as a true or final measure of teacher 
performance. 
1 
Warnings are issued by Schinnerer as he frowns on 
present-day knowledge in the area of evaluation but, at the 
same time, holds some faint hope for the future. He states 
that: 
"Now, if the science of teacher evaluation 
has reached the point where it can be done, 
quietly, effectively, acceptably, without it 
becoming the end in itself instead of a means 
to a~ end, then it will grow and be extended and 
we'll have merit schedules. That will be a great 
day for education. But to put in a merit schedule 
on the bases of current knowledge and evaluation 
know-how will be a black day for education and 
will set back progress toward merit schedules by 
a generation, and I use the word 'generation' 
advisedly." 
Schinnerer speaks of teacher rating as a science and 
there are those who consider it an art. Correlating the art 
of teaching and its measurement brings about these doubts 
1 
Mark c. Schinnerer, "Merit Rating, 11 The Nations 
Schools (June, 1957), PP• 47-48. 
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1 
~aised by Kandd: 
"Teaching, however, is an art and it may 
be difficult to measure competence in teaching 
except in its more superficial aspects, as in 
any other art. Further, the exercise of the 
art varies with varying conditions - the 
character of administration, the composition 
of a class, the cultural and social background 
of the pupils, and a number of other factors 
•. which may make the use of evidence, even if 
objective, somewhat capricious." 
Adding to the controversy of relative merits and 
disadvantages of teacher rating is the question of teacher 
2 
morale, The following statement by Chandler indicates 
disagreement: 
"Teacher organizations generally favor single 
salary schedules. The National School Boards 
Association favors a merit schedule. Authorities 
in the personnel are divided on the question. 
Much argument centers on the fact that teacher 
morale would be seriously impaired by a merit 
schedule. But no real evidence has been presented 
as to the effects of salary policies on teacher 
morale." -
Although this statement implies that merit rating may 
be dangerous and futile, an opposing stand is taken by 
1 
I. L. Kandd, "Measuring the Competence of Teachers," 
School and Society (March, 1947), 65:188. 
2 
B. J. Chandler, "Study Shows That Merit Rating is not 
Detrimental to Teacher Morale," The Nations Schools (April, 
1958), pp. 58-59. 
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1 
Grieder in adding: 
" ••••• , it seems clear to me that if teachers 
and their professional associations do not face 
the problem of merit rating in a more constructive 
manner than they do now, instead of merely closing 
their minds to it, policies and procedures for 
merit rating are almost surely to be forced upon 
them without consultation." 
The Need for Creative Study in Evaluating Effective 
Teacher Practices 
Tiedeman, Rucker, Shinnerer and Grieder are in agreement 
as to the need and desire for constructing adequate and more 
acceptable measures of teaching quality. Support of this 
desired goal is shared by many. Of thi~ latter group Burton 
2 
and Brueckner feel: 
"Very few teachers are naive enough to believe 
that their work is not appraised. All who will come 
in contact with the teacher's work will form opinions 
about it. It has always been so-and will continue to 
be so as long as there are teachers. Instead of 
being disturbed by this fact as some persons appear 
to be, those of us in teaching should be happy that 
the concern is so general_." 
1 
Calvin Grieder, "A Practical Compromise on Merit 
Rating: Academic Ranks for Teachers," Education (March , 
1958), PP· 426~U29. 
2 
William H. Burton and Leo J. Brueckner, Supervision a 
Social Process, Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 19$5, pp. 3b0. 
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That teaching is evaluated is well-established by 
the above statement and is given further consideration by 
1 
Vander Werf when he discourages the present status of 
rating by implying: 
"In the socio-politico-economic climate in 
which we live, any single-solution to problems of 
teachers' evaluation and salaries is dif~icult 
and, at best, a compromise. Of this wa may be 
reasonably sure, if teaehers .do not assume more 
responsibility ~or matters of significance to 
them, other people will." 
2 
Li~ewise, Peterson adds: 
"It can be said that evaluation is basic to 
all human endeavor. There is no human enterprise 
in which people are not being evaluated as to the 
quality of their contributions, either through 
comparison with one another or through a set of 
standards which have been,selected as those to 
which all can, and should, aspire." 
; 
Implications of Peterson's remarks for educational 
appraisal have been voiced and are of great concern to 
3 
educational leadership. This is made evident by Honawalt's 
Review. She relates: 
"In more than seventy studies, books and 
articles reviewed by the Wisconsin Commission on 
Teacher Education and Professional Standards, by 
far the majority are favorable to some kind of 
appraisal and recognition of quality in teaching." 
1 
VanderWerf, !2.Q.. cit. 
2 
Peterson, loc. cit. 
3 
Ella Honawalt, "Shall We Rate or Evaluate Teaching? 11 , 
Wisconsin Journal of Education (May, 1957), pp. 5-7. . 
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1 
Ovard points to the increased attention being given 
to teacher rating as he reviews the increased number of 
articles written in recent years. He summarizes this 
increased activity in the area as follows: 
nrn 1951, an analysis of significant literature 
on merit rating prior to 1951 was reviewed. Because 
of the unusual interest since that date, a review of 
significant articles was again made in June, 1956. 
An actual count of the articles listed in the 
Educational Index which deals with merit rating 
linked to salary (excluding articles dealing with 
competence or evaluation) reveals that for a three-
year period, June, 1947 to May 1950, there were only 
twenty-five articles listed. In the month of Sep-
tember, 1957, there were fifteen separate articles 
listed - three-fifths as many in one month as there 
were over a three-year period." 
. 2 ... 
Ovard also states that: 
"An analysis of the literature regarding merit 
rating and the criticisms that have been made 
against public education in the past few years 
reveals three main areas of concern as related to 
merit ratingt manp0wer, quality, and costs." 
Of major concern related to improved rating practices 
is the'role of the teacher -her basic understanding of, 
and proper participation in its development. Hope for the 
improvement of instruction to teachers is held out by 
1 
Op. cit., p. 35. 
2 
-.Ibid. 
: 
. . 
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1 
Hansen as he submits the following advice: 
"The teacher will need to become receptive 
to evaluation, and the administrator will need to 
emulate the principles of school democracy. Though 
scientific analysis might still declare the process 
of teacher evaluation a farce, it does have meaning 
and significance if conscientiously employed. Per-
haps improved teacher evaluation will one day accomplish 
more fully its goal -- improvement of instruction for 
children. 11 
2 
Patrick gives further assurance to general teacher 
acceptance of the need and importance of evaluation by 
stating that: 
"Teachers need and want better, and more 
frequent, more specific, evaluation of their work 
by respected professional leaders so that they 
will have a sounder basis for determining their 
t 
success as teachers and for achieving that feel-
ing of satisfaction accompanying a task recognized 
as well done • 11 
In keeping with this same spirit of acceptance, 
3 
Engleman says: 
"Certainly, if a system can be devised which 
does not violate sound principles of human relations, 
elevates ·the profession and improves services to 
children, it should be ae!zed upon. Educators have 
no interest in opposing any valid system of identify" 
ing quality performance." 
1 
Hansen, loc. cit. 
2 
Patrick, loc. cit. 
3 F. E. Engleman, "Problems of Merit Rating," National 
Education Association Journal (April, 1957), 46:240-241. 
1 
Ovard makes a strong ease for further study by the 
admission of the following faet: 
The present system tends to give seeurity 
to ineompetents and poor teaehers. 
Ovard has, in one statement, signaled that edueators 
must probe for additional information through researeh on 
the quality of teaeher serviee to ehildren. Researeh 
. 
studies should endeavor to evaluate newer practices in 
teacher rating, seeking answers to educational questions 
imperative to progress for ~ffective quality education •. 
2 
In the words of Washburn , 
"••o• progress has come only through change 
of form, through experimentation, through initiative." 
1 
Ovard, ££• £!i., P• 37. 
2 
Carleton W. Washburn, A Living PhilosQphy of Educati.on, 
The John Day Co., New York, 1940, p. 110. 
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CHAPTER II 
ITEM ANALYSIS AND SUMMARY OF A NATIONALLY SELECTED 
SAMPLE OF TEACHER RATING SCALES 
Th& puPpose of this study was·to construct and validate 
~a rating seale that can be used to rate teaching services in 
grades four, five and six. The point of departure was to 
determine the content and criteria currently used in rating 
scales. In an effort to avoid local or regional biases, it 
was decided to attempt to secure a sampling on a nation-wide 
basis. 
Selection of Participating Communities 
The writer was a member of the 1959 Columbia Teachers' 
College Work Conference for Superintendents. Each member to 
the Conference was invited and an effort was made by the 
directors to have~ at least, one superintendent from as many 
different states as possible. Thirty-eix superintendents 
from thirty states, with one Canadian representative, com-
prised the membership. 
The states represented were: 
Arizona, Califoraia, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, 
• Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, 
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Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, 
New Hampshi~e, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North 
Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsllvania, South 
Carolina, South Dakota, Texas and Washington. 
Since a contact had been established through the Wo~k 
Conference, it was to this membership that the following 
letter and form we~e sent to secure a sampling or rating 
scales cur~ently in use in thei~ state. This assured a 
rep~esentative sample of (1) large and small communities; 
{2) Negro and White population; {3) ~ural and urban commun-
ities, as well as {4) those o~ganized by community and 
district. 
Letter and Form sent to each Work Conference Membe~ 
Dear Work Conference Conferee: 
I am appealing to you to-assist me in gathering sample 
Teacher Rating Seales, or any other formal procedures which 
are in use in your state, for the purpose of teacher evalua-
tion. It will be my pleasure to share with you the analysis 
that is made on these scales as a token of my app~eciation 
for your gene~ous assistance. 
Would you please list on the enclosed form as many towns 
or cities in your state as you may know who are doing some-
thing in the area of rating teachers. There is a place on 
the form for you to list your own address to assure you of,a 
copy of the findings. 
My best personal wishes to you, and you can be assured 
that I am most grateful for ~y cooperation which you may be 
able to offer. 
Sinee~ely yours, 
(Signed) Harvey B. Scribner 
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This form was sent along with the letter for the 
response. Accompanying both the letter and form was a 
st~ped return envelope. 
TO: HARVEY B. SCRIBNER 
DEDHAM PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
DEDHAM, MASSACHUSETTS 
April 25. 1960 
QUESTIONNAIRE RELATIVE !Q. TEACHER RATING FORMS 
From: 
Address: 
The following locations in my state indicate that they have 
in use a Merit Rating or Teacher Evaluation Program. Their 
addresses are as follows: 
Superintendent of Schools: City or Town: 
1·-------------------------------------------------------
2·-------------------------------------------------------
3··~-----------------------------------------------------
4·--------------------------~----------------
5·--------------~----------------------------
6·-------------------------------------------------------
Would you please send to my above address a compilation of 
the information which you receive? 
4o 
Twenty-eight replies were received from the thirty 
superintendents contacted in the first letter. The replies 
varied from those who knew of no place in their state where 
formal teacher evaluation was practiced to those who knew ~f 
from one to five communities. 
To each name furnished in response to the request this 
r 
letter was sent: 
DEDHAM PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
DEDHAM, MASSACHITSErTS 
April 29, 1960 
I am calling upon fellow superintendents throughout the 
country in an attempt to collect merit rating forms, evalu-
ation instruments, or any other organized procedure which 
is used in teacher evaluation. I hesitate to burden anyone 
with added requests, but will offer to you the results as 
they are compiled from this collection if this is any 
consolation for the effort. An attempt will be made to 
summarize the frequency of the various areas of service in 
which teachers are evaluated. 
Your name has been forwarded to me by a key person in your 
state as one who might be able to supply me with a rating 
form that is used in your schools. 
Time is of great importance to me in this effort and I will 
certainly appreciate any assistance which you can give. 
My best personal wishes to you for this f~vor. 
Very sincerely yours, 
(Signed) Harvey B. Scribner, 
Superintendent of Schools 
There were forty samples received from the request. 
The states from which they were received and the number 
analyzed from the state are listed bel.ow: 
Alabama (1), California (1), Maryland (1), Massachu-
setts (5), Michigan (1), Minnesota (3), Mississippi (2), 
Missouri (3), New Jersey (3), New'York (5), North Carolina 
(1), North Dakota (1), Ohio (1), Pennsylvania (3), and South 
' Dakota (1). 
No scales were discarded as all were acceptable for 
purposes of analysis. 
In reviewing the forty rating scales which had been 
collected, three factors made it impractible to attempt to 
analyze them in their present form. They were: 
1. The scales had many different areas in which they 
were attempting to evaluate the teacher. 
2. Each area had varying numbers of sub-topics with 
different weights given to them. 
3. There was no single arithmetical average with which 
the various scales could be analyzed. 
1 
After a careful reading of the scales by a team of 
three research people, each having had experience in the 
field of teacher rating, it was agreed that the many items 
1 
John G. Manning and Walter J. McHugh, Research Fellows, 
Boston University, served with the writer. 
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in the scales could be classified into certain selected 
categories; i. e., personal characteristics, professional 
characteristics, school and community service, etc. The 
team, therefore, assorted the items into ten broad areas to 
include all of the rating items in the sample. 
The ten broad categories are those which the team 
decided were necessary for the purpose of assorting all of 
the different criteria which appeared on the selected sample 
of rating scales. A brief description of each of the ten 
categories into which the criteria was assigned follows: 
Definition of Terms of the Ten Teacher Rating Categories 
1. Personal Characteristics. Those items which deal 
directly with the individual as a person and are considered 
to be a part of his physical and mental being. 
2. Professional Characteristics. Those traits which 
the individual acquires as a result of his formal training 
and with the assumption of professional responsibilities. 
3. Inter-Personal Relations. The relationship which 
the teacher maintains with the remainder of the staff. 
4· School and Community Relations. Those acts which 
the teacher performs to promote the welfare of the school 
and the community. 
5. Psychological Considerations. The practices of the 
teacher which exhibit a practical knowledge of psychological 
principles and their application toward effective teaching. 
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6. Control and Management. The phase of teaching 
which has to do with discipline and the organizing and 
administration of those areas for which he is held respons-
ible. 
7. Awareness of, and Provision for, Individual 
Differences. The planning and the practice on the part of 
the teacher which takes into consideration the levels of 
ability, differing aptitudes and varying potentialities 
which are ever present when more than one person is to be 
taught. ~ 
8. Planning, Materials and Methods. The effort which 
the teacher makes toward skillful planning for the use of a 
variety of materials and methods for greater effectiveness. 
9. Effective Teaching. The ability of the teacher to 
produce results which are noted by favorable changes in 
pupil knowledge, attitudes, skills and behavior. 
10. Pupil Achievement and Growth. To include the change 
which is recorded by the child on academic growth measures 
and teacher awareness of pupil growth. 
The contents of the forty sample rating scales was 
assorted into the ten broad categories which have. been 
described. Each time a word, phrase or sentence appeared in 
a scale it was classified by the team into one of the ten 
broad areas. In this way, it was possible to keep a record 
for each category of the information in the scales. 
It should pe pointed out, however, that no attempt was made 
to analyze critically or to discuss the relative merits of 
these items. They are listed primarily to illustrate the 
range, variety, and subjectivity of the criteria on which 
the teachers operated. A summary follows to show the rela-
tive content in the selected sampling of criteria which is 
currently in use for the evaluation of teacher service: 
Personal Characteristics 
This general category of criteria appeared on each 
rating scale. The item count; i.e., the number of questions 
listed for evaluation under the genere.l heading of "Personal 
Characteristics," varied from one item to twenty-three. 
Obviou~ly, it was necessary to cut the list to the basic 
criteria devoid of repetitious areas as far as possible but 
not to the point that the impact of the mass of criteria 
under the heading of "Personal Characteristics" is lost. 
These are actual entries on the scales and were copied for 
this analysis: 
Initiative 
Voice 
Appropriate Dress 
Manners 
English 
Qualities 
Social Attractiveness 
Effectiveness of 
Expression 
Discriminating Choices 
of Action 
Reputation 
Loyalty 
Cooperation 
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Sense of Justice and 
Fair Play 
Tolerance 
Courtesy 
Sympathy 
Tact 
Personal Appearance 
Emqtional Stability 
Judgment and Common 
Sense 
Enthusie.sm 
Optimism 
Sense of Humor 
Mannerisms 
Correct Posture 
Breadth of Interest 
Sets a Good ~ample 
Imagination and 
Versatility 
Is Consistent 
Inspires Confidence 
Good Attitude Toward Life 
Good Character 
Self-Possession 
Distinct and Clear 
Enunciation 
Professional Characteristics 
Dependability 
Appreciation of Ideals 
Ability to Compromise 
GracefUl Acceptance of 
Praise 
Frankness and Honesty 
Promptness 
Ability to Get Things 
Accomplished 
Cleanliness 
Rate of Speech 
Power 
Personal Magnetism 
Openmindedness 
Thinking Ability 
Good Vocalization and 
Bodily Attitudes 
Recognition and Appreci-
ation of the Cultures 
and Religions of Others 
Has Sufficient Energy to 
Meet Ordinary Demands 
Can Contribute to a 
Discussion in an 
Interesting Manner 
Diplomatic Approach 
This category appeared on all of the sample scales 
which were examined. The item count per scale varied from 
one question to as many as eleven. An attempt has been made 
to present the wide variation of criteria but without excess 
duplication. These items appeared on the rating scales: 
Interest in Work 
Leadership 
Assistance to Other 
Teachers 
Sharing Curriculum 
Materials 
Assisting New Teachers 
to Under School .Pur-
poses and Practices 
Understands Contribution 
of Subject Matter to 
the Accepted Educa-
tional Philosophy 
Scholarship 
Cultural Attainment 
Broad Acquaintance With 
the Various Fields 
of Knot'lledge 
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.. 
Taking Courses 
Particularly Beneficial 
to the Individual 
Participation in Workshops 
Making Professional Con-
tributions of General 
Application Beyond 
the Classroom 
Professional Interest 
and Growth 
Use of Data 
Increased Use of a Scien-
tific and Objective 
Approach to Educational 
Problems 
Use of On-The-Job Research 
Professional Reading 
Participation in Profes-
sional Organizations 
Places the Welfare of 
Children Above Personal 
Gain 
Can Write Acceptable 
Necessary Reports 
Defends the Teaching 
Profession at Every 
Opportunity 
Inter-Personal Relations 
Professional Attitudes 
Technical Knowledge and 
Skill 
Subject-Matter Scholarship 
Enthusiastic Attitude 
Toward Teaching 
Pride in Being a Teacher 
Constructive Attitude 
Toward Improving 
the Profession 
Professional Ethics 
Familiarity With the 
Course of Study 
Power of Logical Thinking 
Knowledge of Current 
Educational Theories 
and Practice 
Refrains from Frequent 
Complaint and Negative 
Criticism of the 
Profession 
Willingness to Assume 
Tasks Put Forth by 
Colleagues and the 
Administration 
Receptivity to New Ideas 
Enthusiasm and Dedication 
The inclusion of this category on salary scales varies. 
The item count on the selected sample varied from those 
scales which did not include this type of criteria to a count 
of eight questions within the general category. Some of the 
criteria taken from the sample are: 
Cooperativeness 
Ability to Work Well 
With Others 
High Standard of Ethics 
Loyalty With Co-Workers 
Respect for Group Decisions 
Respect for Colleagues and 
an Understanding Appreci-
ation of Their Problems 
Intelligent Cooperation 
With the Administration 
Absence of Malicious 
Gossip 
Absence o£ Agitating or 
Causing Others to 
Become Upset 
Has "Team Spirit" 
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Appreciates the Proper 
Channels for Correction, 
Change or Clarification 
Is Considerate of Parentfs 
Feelings 
School and Community Service 
Contributes to Staff 
Morale 
Cheerfully Assumes Share 
of Load 
Thirty-three of the forty scales analyzed included 
criteria under this category. The item count varied from 
those who did not include it to those who had six items for 
the evaluation of the teacher in this area. Following is a 
sample of the criteria which appeared in the scales: 
Relations with Parents 
and Citizens 
Engages in Out-of-School 
Activities 
Community Service 
Direct Leadership of 
Youth Groups 
Civic Responsibility 
Knowledge of and Use of 
Community 
Willingness to Meet 
Parents 
Assumes Responsibility 
for Extra-Curricular 
Activities 
Attendance at Community 
Functions 
Psychological Considerations 
Has Interest in the 
Community 
Respect and Understanding 
for Parent's Problems 
Ability to Coordinate and 
Improve Relationships 
Between Parent, Pupil, 
Teacher and School 
Attendance at P. T. A. 
Reflects School Program 
in All Community 
Relations 
Helpful Attitude Toward 
·Parents and Pupils 
Accepts Designated Respon-
sibilities with 
Cooperative Attitude 
Each scale had from one to six questions on which 
teachers were rated under this general category. Typical 
criteria used follows: 
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Understands Children 
Stimulates Pupil Interest 
Applies Principles of 
Educational Psychology 
Utilizes Pupil's Questions 
Makes Work Meaningful 
Tries to Analyze Pupil's 
Problems 
Are the Students Controlled 
by Interest? 
Employs the Golden Rule in 
Dealing with Children 
Understands and Participates 
Effectively in "Group 
Process" Techniques 
Instills Attitudes and 
Ideals that Carry Over 
Into Life 
Pleasurable Anecdotes 
Skill in Teaching Pupils 
How to Study 
Intellectual Curiosity of 
Pupils Aroused 
Control and Management 
Teacher Stimulates Pupil 
Cooperation 
Teaches Pupils Concern for 
the Rights of Others 
Is a Guide of Child 
Development Rather Than 
a Teacher of Subject-
Matter 
Controls Through Cooper-
ation Rather than 
Domination 
Work Evidences Understand-
ing Basic Principles 
of Learning 
Takes Personal Interest 
in Children 
Are Pupils Properly 
Motivated to Learn? 
Avoids Busy Work or 
Punishment Objectives 
Homework Carefully 
Assigned 
Ability to do Critical 
Thinking 
This category had the third largest item count on the 
selected sample. Thirty-nine of the forty scales included 
this and the item count varied from no mention to ten on the 
individual scales. The following sampling of criteria was 
taken from the scales: 
Attention to Details 
Proper Lighting 
Proper Ventilation 
Proper Temperature 
Effective Arrangement of 
Desks, Blackboards and 
Supplementary Materials 
Efficient Procedure for 
Recording Attendance 
Seating Charts 
Glass Conduct 
Flag Salute 
Procedure for Entering, 
Leaving and Moving 
About the Room 
Classroom Generalship 
Orderly Sequence of Class 
Work 
Economical Use of Papil 
Time 
G6od Order Without 
Apparent Compulsion 
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Consistency in Carrying Out 
Disciplinary Decisions 
Actual Displays and Display 
Oases 
Efficiency in Record 
Keeping 
Scheduling 
Care of Room 
Executive Ability 
In Classroom on Time 
Promptness in Meeting 
School Responsibilities 
Awareness o~and Provision for Individual Differences 
Twenty of the forty scales Which were analyzed omitted 
the area of individual differences. Of the remaining twenty 
which included criteria for the evaluation of the teaching 
service as it related to an awareness of, or provision for, 
individual differences there was an item count of thirty-
five criteria based on teacher service as it relates to this 
area. A sampling of the criteria is presented: 
Attention to Individual Proper Attitudes, Beliefs, 
Needs of Pupils Understandings and Skills 
Have the Individual Differ• Knows Pupils; Analyzes Needs; 
ences of Students Been Applies Remedial Measures 
Recognized and Have They Sympathetic Understanding 
Been Grouped Properly for and Respect for the 
Effective Teaching? Pupils and Their 
Is Aware of Variations in Problems 
Amount and Rate of Growth Alertness to Pupils With 
and of Interest Patterns Physical Problems 
Creates Classroom Situations Adaptation of Material to 
in Which Each Child Can Pupil Needs 
Participate in Developing 
Plans, Materials and Methods 
This category presented a rather consistent part in the 
rating of teacher effectiveness. Each scale had, at least, 
one question and no scale had more than seven questions re-
lating to teacher planning and use of materials. A sample 
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of the criteria as taken from the scales follows: 
Provision of Pupil 
Participation in 
.Group Activities 
Makes Use of a Variety 
of Materials 
~ro~ides for Pupil ... T~~che~ ... 
l'l:,anning {!- VFiety of Teaching., .. ,) 
Techniques Are Used 
D~f~niteness of Purpose.and 
P~gnning of Yearl:;,, Month-
ly, Weekly and Daily 
Programs . 
Equipment Available in Class-
. room 
Efficient Use of Resource 
Materials 
Makes Use of Grouping for. 
Ease of Instruction 
Effectiveness of Teaching 
Plans for Use of Unit 
Method 
Preparation 
Presentation 
Use of Resource Materials 
Follows Course of Study; 
Modifies When 
Necessary to Meet 
Class Needs 
Work Plgnned and Well-
Organized 
Recognition of Sequence 
in Whieh Skills are 
Developed 
Economy of Time in Plan-
ning 
Field Trips are Planned 
Manipulation of Materials 
The team encountered difficulty in assorting the criteri 
in the V?I"ious scales to 4etermine those which related 
directly to effective teaching and belonged to this category. 
Assuming that ~e prime purpose of rating is to provide more 
effective teaching, then one could argue that any criterion 
which was included in the scale, providing it served its 
purpose, would be classified under this heading. However, 
from the selected sample, the team agreed that ten scales 
had no specific criteria in this category and the item count 
varied from those which omitted the area completely to seales 
which had four questions relating to teacher effectiveness. 
Samples of the criteria from the scales follow: 
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Skill in Teaching 
Aptness in Devising Ways 
and Means 
Evidences of Harmony Among 
Pupils and Between 
Teacher and Pupils 
Evidence of High Standards 
Directions Well-Planned 
Use of Questioning 
Direction of Supervised 
Study 
Pupil Achievement and Growth 
Use and Nature of 
Assignment 
Ability to Create 
Curiosity in Pupils 
Explanations are Made 
Clearly, Simply, and, 
Usually in More Than 
One Way if Necessary 
Evidence of Strong Pupil 
Interest 
Fifteen of the sele~ted sample of scales had no criteria 
which dea~t directly with this category. No scale had more 
than three questions related to pupil achievement and growth. 
Sample criteria from the rating scales follows: 
Pupil Achievement from 
Test Results 
Evaluation of Progress in 
Classroom Instructional 
Material 
Pupil Growth-Achievement 
and Character Tests 
Subject-Matter Progress 
Growth in Good Habits of 
Study and Work 
Uses Tests to Check on 
Improved Teaching Meth~ 
ods as Well as Pupil 
Achievement 
Conducts Individual 
Analysis of Test Results 
Do P~pils Grow in 
Comparison to Ability? 
Maintains Reasonable 
Standards of Achievement 
Summary and Evaluation of the Selected Sample 
I 
The-rating scales ~~lyzed were a nation-wide sampling. 
They were representative of both large and small communities, 
,• 
Negro and White population, and of schools organized both on 
a community and district basis. An examination of them to 
determine What criteria are used for the purpose of evaluati 
teacher effectiveness brought into focus many o~ the weak-
nesses of teacher rating. 
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The motives of those persons who employ a formal program 
of teacher rating as a technique for identifying good teach-
ing cannot be questioned. Basically, it is an honest effort 
to arrive scientifically at a conclusion which, in turn, 
should serve to promote excellence and discourage 
inefficiency. 
After detailed study of the criteria of these selected 
scales, a critical analysis of these criteria was effected 
and is reported as follows: 
1. The criteria, in general, are subjective~ Such 
items as personality, attractiveness, sympathy, optimism, 
sense of humor, etco are too subjective to secure a measure 
which is meaningful. What might be an acceptable personality 
to one person might be somewhat repulsive to another. 
Attractiveness is another general condition that varies with 
the person and situation. By the same reasoning, one's 
optimism is difficult to measure as the true picture is not 
necessarily reflected at the time 0t rating. Sense of humor 
is equally difficult to assess. Some people's sense of humor 
may be easily observed; whereas a more subtle sense of humor 
may be difficult to evaluate unless you spend considerable 
time and become very well-acquainted with the individual. I~ 
the final analysis, one might add that it has never been 
established as to what degree these qualities promote desir-
able Changes in pupils. 
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2. A second criticism relates to the fact that most of 
the criteria are poorly defined. This wou1d appear to be a 
serious problem as it is one of the commonly included 
criticis~ by people who frown upon teacher rating. 
3. The criteria contain far too many items about which 
the teacher can do nothing to improve. If the purpose of 
rating is to make teaching and teachers become more effective 
then it would appear that criteria should be selected insofar 
as they have a relationship to the cause that would be within 
the realm of the teacher to attempt to meet. If the criteria 
cannot be specifically defined and measured by objective 
standards, then the· purpose of rating may be defeated. 
4• Many of the criteria fall into the category of a 
single incident outweighing the overall behavior. For 
instance, in the rating of "tactfulness," it is possible to 
envision the rating to be the result of one or two failures 
or successes on the part of the teacher to impress. The 
same could be said for poise, appearance, courtesy, etc • 
.. 5. It has never been established, as yet, just what 
relationship many of the criteria are to pupil service. It 
would appear that much work remains in the area of validating 
criteria as it relates to the desired changes which are 
related woaccepted objectives of education. 
6. The use of motives as criteria is probably the mos~ 
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questionable area of all. The question is often asked~ 
"Who is to decide what constitutes an individual teacher's 
motive?" This is an inner feeling and would appear quite 
unobservable in most eases. For instance~ as one ponders on 
these ~estions as they relate to a teacher, perhaps, the 
point will become 'more meaningful: 
Is he interested in his work? Does he have a profes-
sional interest? Does he have an enthusiastic attitude? 
Does he show a willingness to cooperate? And, has he a 
feeling of responsibility? These present great difficulty 
in terms of objective rating. 
In general, the analysis of the rating scales left many 
unanswered questions. They center around {1) the criterion 
is most subjective; (2) it is poorly defined; (3) the agree-
ment as to that which constitutes scholarship, culture, good 
personality, sense of humor, etc. in the minds of the raters 
might be rather debatable; and {4} the ratings depend too 
much on a one•ch~ce observation. 
This leaves the writer unwilling to accept the criteria 
thus far reported. However~ this study will in Chapter III 
investigate other criteria for use in attempting to learn of 
its reliability and, then, to determine its validity as it 
affects pupil achievement. The criteria selected must meet 
the following standards: 
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1. They must be such that teachers can increase their 
level of performance as measured by the criteria if they so 
desire. 
2. They must be definable. 
3. They must be observable. 
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CHAPTER III 
CONSTRUCTION OF RATING SCALE FOR MEASURING TEACHER 
CLASSROOM SERVICE FOR LEARNING NEEDS OF PUPILS 
The purpose of this study is to construct and validate 
a seale that can be used to rate teaching service to 
children in grades four, five and six. This study is con• 
eerned with the follewing three problems: 
A. To build a seale for rating teachers' classroom 
service for these learning needs of children: 
1. Adapting instruction to various levels 
of ability. 
2. Providing different progress rates in 
learning. 
3. Giving special help at points of weakness 
in learning development. 
4• Encouraging individual and group self-
direction and initiative. 
5. Enriching learning to make it significant 
and useful. 
B. To discover the relationship that exists between 
(1) the ratings given to teachers on the above-
listed services using the rating scale; and (2) 
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pupil achievement. 
c. To determine the reliability of the teacher 
service rating scale. 
Initial Steps in Establishing Criteria 
This study was conducted simult.aneously with two other 
research projects~ both of which were experimenting with 
adaptimg instruction to the learning needs of children in 
grades four, five and six. These two parallel studies were 
conducted by two research supervisors charged with the respon-
sibility of Changing teacher services from uniform types of 
service to programs of differentiated instruction in an 
attempt to meet more adequately the learning needs of children 
1 2 
Both the McHugh and Manning studies, in addition to this 
study~ were the outgrowth of a full year of investigation of 
problems and possible solutions toward enhancing teacher 
excellence and superior service to the children in the class-
room. The background of these three studies are now reported 
to glve a comprehensive account of the planning and problems 
involved in attempting to render superior supervisory service 
to both teachers and children. 
1 
Walter J. McHugh, Pupil Team Learning in Skills Subjects 
Unpublished Doctoral Thesis, Boston University, 1960. 
2 
John 0. Manning, Effects of Individualized Instruction 
on Achievement in Content Areas of Geography, History, Liter-
ature and Science in Grades Four, Five and Six, Unpublished 
Doctoral Thesis~ Boston University, Boston University, 1960. 
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The Laboratory Class in Cooperative Supervision 
In the fall of 1957 a Laboratory Class in Cooperative 
Supervision was organized at Boston University. The labora• 
tory class was planned on an invitational basis. The class 
membership included only those persons who were active in a 
supervisory capacity with an elementary teaching experience 
background. Thirteen supervisors were enrolled; members of 
the class represented New Hampshire, Connecticut, Vermont and 
Massachusetts. 
The purpose of the course was to discover what might be 
don~ by the group to more effectively make changes in teacher 
classroom service to provide differentiated instruction for 
better accommodation of the differing abilities and needs of 
children. Of utmost concern to both professors and students 
were: 
1. Why,theories taught in college classrooms are not 
transferred into action programs. 
2. Why teachers are unable to effectively transfer into 
practice accepted techniques learned through in~serviae 
advanced study. 
3. What supervisors can do to initiate a change in 
teaching service to pupils to make provisions for serving the 
differing abilities within a given classroom. 
4• Why uniform instruction appears to be the prevalent 
practice in intermediate grades even though there is 
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consistent research evidence to show that wide differences 
exist among children in the same grade. 
To find answers to these problems, each member of the 
.. 
supervisory group during the procedure of the course was to 
spend two separate one-week periods in an elementary school 
off campus. In this off-campus experience, each supervisor 
was responsible for changing the instructional practices in 
a given classroom by aiding the teacher through demonstration 
techniques; by supplementing existing materials-;-:~ and by 
cooperative effo~t to e~fect better teaehev service to pupils 
During the first w~ek as the superviso~s ~d professors,,who 
were directing the course, worked with the teachers to whom 
they were assigned, few changes in pupil service were pro-
duced. ~he group possessed neither methods nor materials to 
differentiate instruction in the various subjects. The 
supervisors knew the theory of individual differences, could 
observe these differences among pupils, but were unable to 
initiate practices to care for the observed needs. 
Before the second laboratory experience, in which group 
techniques of supervision were to be employed with all of the 
teachers in a small school system, the supervisory group 
engaged in a search for materials and methods for differenti-
ated instruction. Materials were prepared to supplement 
textbooks, study guides and lesson plans were built for 
different needs in the several subjects, and demonstrations 
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were rehearsed for later use. These techniques and materials 
were tried out in the schools of the supervisors in the 
class. The second laboratory week was much more effective, 
but it was decided that the group should stay together for 
the year and work out a larger variety of effective individ-
ualized procedures. 
Criteria Selected 
At the end of the first week, however, in spite of few 
changes in teacher service, five-criteria were established 
to serve as basic standards to serve better children's learn~ 
ing needs and they were presented to the teachers as a guide 
toward initiating more effective practices. These five 
criteria also served the supervisory group in planning 
effective individual instruction procedures and materials in 
the various subjects. The five criteria were: 
1. Adjustment of instruction to the various levels of 
ability in the class. Textbooks and instructional materials 
must be fitted to the abilities of the pupils. 
2. Individual progress rates must be accommodated. The 
rate at which a child or children progress varies with their 
differing learning rates. 
3. Provision must be made for special practice at the 
points of weakness of certain individuals. This provision 
must be accompanied by diagnostic testing service to 
determine where this practice is needed. 
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4• Self-direction in learning. Certain tasks lend 
themselves better to the independent use of initiative and 
self-discipline. Pre-planned, self-directing work tasks 
allow children to broaden learning beyond the confines of 
the text and the direction of the teacher. 
5. Enrichment of learning and making it significant. 
To give depth and meaning to learning requires the use of a 
variety of activities in appreciations, new learnings, 
application of knowledge and the higher mental process skills. 
The five provisions for differentiated instruction 
listed above were also weighed against the basic standards 
established for the criteria for this study as outlined at 
the close of Chapter II. The standards against which the 
criteria was weighed and the findings agreed upon are as 
follows: 
1. Is the criteria such that it is within the reach of 
the teachers to improve their ratings if they so desire? 
2. Is the criteria definable? 
3. Is the criteria observable? 
4• Will the service to children be improved if the 
requirements of the criteria are satisfied? 
There was complete agreement by the members of the 
Laboratory Class in Cooperative Supervision that from any 
experiences which the members as teachers or supervisors 
could recall, and cGupled with the thorough stady which had 
been made in the laboratory class, that these criteria would 
satisfy the desired standards and would result in better 
service to the learning needs of children in grades four, 
five and six. 
It was on this premise that the criteria were accepted 
for this study. Since these five provisions for learning 
needs were considered in adapting instruction to learning 
needs, it was also proposed that the same crit~ria serve to 
evaluate teaeher service. 
Criteria Rejected 
In attempting to synthesize criteria for this study, 
it was necessary to reject certain areas for evaluation. In 
rejecting these areas, however, it should be noted that this 
study does accept the importance of certain teacher strengths 
that stimulate learning in pupils, special aptitudes which 
teachers possess which aid them in more effectively dealing 
with children's problems as they relate to (1) the social 
and mental deviates, (2) physically-handicapped, and (3) 
sociG-economic problems. Although concern is expressed for 
these teacher qualities as they relate to special needs, they 
are rejected as criteria not compatible to the standards 
established for this study. 
Other general areas of criteria which were not accept-
able and the reasons for their rejection are now explained. 
1. Items which have to do with teacher personality are 
rejected as criteria since the teacher's pevsonality is a 
unique personal characteristic. Furthermore, its rejection 
is based upon the fact that there appears little that the 
teacher can do to make changes in her personality in an 
effort te improve her rating. It might well be that person-
ality changes which would prove satisfactory to one rater 
would affect a second rater quite differently. This criteri~ 
could not be adequately defined and there is little known 
relationship between teacher personality and teacher service 
to pupils. In fact, there are those who feel that it is to 
the child's advantage to make contact with a variety of 
teacher personalities. 
2. Likewise, the broad area o£ teacher motives, 
attitudes, ~d feelings was rejected as satisfactory criteria 
These fall into the category of not definable, not objective-
ly measurable and have little known relationship to teaeher 
service to pupils. 
3• Professional training and experience has been 
omitted as acceptable criteria on the basis that, if one 
wishes to relate this area to a specific rating, then it 
becomes an automatic relationship based upon years of formal 
training~ or teaching. There is at present, however, no 
known relationship between years of train~ng or years of 
experience and pupil service. 
1 
In fact, McCall learned that "•••• the r between experience 
and the criterion (pupil achievement) is negligible negative 
- .04. It 
4. Community relations as a criterion was rejected on 
the basis that the feeling exists that a high level of 
teacher service to pupils will produce a high level of 
community rela~ions. Rather than rate the teacher on a few 
aets which relate to specific instances of community rela-
tions, it is preferred in this study to determine what 
relationship exists between a consistent high level of 
'teacher service and its resultant effect upon the teacher'.s 
community relations. It w0uld appear that, if you serve the 
children well, the community will recognize the teacher's 
worth. 
United States Office of Education Study 
Another significant factor entered into the search for 
acceptable criteria. Since it had been agreed by the 
laboratory class that the five areas of service previously 
outlined would make provisions for a differentiated program 
of instruction in the intermediate grades, there was much 
anxiety te experiment with larger numbers of children and for 
longer periods or time to see from research what the five 
provi~ions for service ~.accepted as cr1 teria in this study) 
would yield in the way of pupil achievement. 
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Through the ef~orts of Dr. Donald D. Durrell as the 
director, and the coQperation of the Dedham and Wellesley, 
Massachusetts School Committees, a research grant contract 
was effected with the United States Office of Education to: 
"Provide highly competent professional 
leadership to enable teachers in grades four, five 
and six to make effective provision for the learning 
needs of children in the regular classroom organ~ 
ization; to evaluate the outcome of such services at 
the end of one year." 
The contract further provide~ that: 
11Three experienced and imaginative super-
visors will provide assistance to thirty teachers, 
one supervisor to ten teachers in each grade, to 
assist pupils in the following ways: 
-Adapting instruction to various levels of ability. 
-Provide different progress rates in skill learning. 
-Giving special help at points of weakness in 
learning development. 
-Enriching learning and making it significant. 
-Encouraging individual and group self-direction 
and initiative. 11 
The five criteria in the study were to be implemented 
1 
through the use of the following techniques : 
. 
"1. Team progress tecl:miques in skill instruction. 
2. Three-to-five man team discussions following 
whole-class presentation. 
3. Team use of study guides to improve learning 
effectiveness. 
1 
Contract with Boston University and t~e Commissioner of 
Education, United States Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare to support research under Public Law 531, 83rd. Con-
gress,. 
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4• Use sections of the class for special 
practice. 
5. Team or individual specialties in content 
subjects.·" 
In addition to the above-listed techniques, plans were 
made for: (1) Individual learning activities, and (2) 
Whole class enrichment activities. 
Another prevision of the contract was that the teachers 
in the research would be rated on their services to needs of 
children in terms of their provision for level, progress 
rates; special needs, enrichment and self-direction before 
the research started; and that a similar rating would be 
made during the research to determine the degree of change. 
if any, that had occurred in the teacher's service. Further-
more, an analysis would be made to determine what relation-
ship existed between level of service as provided by the 
teacher and the achievement of the pupils. 
The Rating Scale Form 
As previously outlined, this study is an outgrowth of 
the research contract with the United States Office of 
Education and Boston University. That section of the con-
tract that calls for rating of the teacher service before 
and during the research year is one of the responsibilities 
which this study assumes. 
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A rating seale form was constructed in the laboratory 
elass. Its purpose is to rate teacher service for .each 
~asic elementary school subject in accordance with the five 
selected criteria. The form, as devised for use in rating 
the teachers prior to the year of the research contract, is· 
now presented: 
SUBJECT SERVICE ANALYSIS SCALE 
Teacher ____________________________ School ---------------
Grade ___ nate Interviewer 
----------- -------------------
1 - Uniform instruction, no specific planning. 
2 - Incidental, minor, occasional service. 
3 ~ Partial service, some planned provision; several addi-
tions to be made. 
4 - Major provision, few improvements or additions to be 
made. 
Reading: 
Level 
Progress rate - - - -
Special. needs - - - -
Self-direction -- -- -- --
Enrichment - - - -
Spelling: 
L~vel 
Progress rate - - - -
-------Special needs . 
Self~direction -- -- ~ --
... ....... ----
Language Arts: 
Level 
...... --.-Progress rate 
-----Special needs -
Self-direction -- -- ~ --
Enrichment - - - -
Social Studies: 
Level 
-----Progress rate 
Special needs - - - -
Self-direction -- -- -- --
Enrichment - - - -
Science: 
L~vel 
Progress rate = = = = Special needs -
Self-direction ~ -- -- --
Enrichment - - - -
Arithmetic 
Level 
----Progress rate ___ __ 
Special needs 
Self-direction -- -- -- ~ 
---~-
(condluded on next page) 
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SUBJECT SERVICE ANALYSIS SCALE (concluded) 
Raters: #1 ------------------------------------------
#2 ----------------------------------
#3 ---------------------------------#4 ______________________________ _ 
#5 ____________________________ __ 
#6 ----------------------------------
Constructing the Rating Scale 
Two basic considerations were explored in constructing 
the rating scale form. The first pertained to the content 
of the scale and the second concerned itself with the format. 
The factors considered and the manner in which they were 
resolved follol'r respectively in step one an.d two: 
Step One: . 
The content of the rating scale was subject t0 several 
factors which related to the aspects of (1) the criteria 
selected on which the teacher's service is to be rated; (2) 
the rater; (3) the purpose for which the rating scale is to 
be used; (4) the technique which the rater will employ to 
learn of the teacher's service; and (5) that the results 
learned from its use will be checked for reliability. 
The five factors listed above, which controlled the con• 
tent of the rating scale and the manner in which they were 
resolved, are now reported: 
• 
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1. The criteria selected on which the teacher's service 
to her pupils will be evaluated are the fallowing: 
a. Provision which the teacher's service makes for 
adjustment of the materials to the various 
levels of abilities in the class 
b. The provision which the teacher makes for the 
encouragement of individual progress commensur-
ate with ability 
c. The provision which the teacher makes for 
instruction and special practice to satisfy the 
needs of individual pupils within the class 
d. The service Which the teacher provides to 
encourage group and individual self-direction 
e. The service which the teacher provides for 
enrichment of learning and making it significant 
2. The raters would be those persons who, through their 
experience, training and position, are qualified to estimate 
the worth of the teaching service rendered. For the initial 
use of the scale in measuring the service offered by the 
control teachers during the control year, the scale is to be 
used by those persons whe were actively engaged in the labor~ 
atory class. 
3· The rating scale is to be used for rating the level 
of service which teachers of grades four, five and six render 
to the pupils which they serve. Since the schools which 
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these children attend are for the greatest part subject-
matter orientated, the scale will rate the service by subject· 
service. 
4• The technique to be employed by the rater is that of 
an interview in the teacher's classroom. It is to take place 
without the children present but within the teacher's class-
room so that the rater may not only see the surroundings but, 
also, to provide the rater with an opportunity to request 
materials that are used, records that are kept, or other 
evidence which wou1d give a more complete picture of the 
level of service provided by the teacher. 
5. This study demands that the criteria selected be 
cheeked for its reliability as it is used for rating teacher 
services. The results will be f0und in Chapter v. The 
reliability will be tested in two ways: (1) The reliability 
of two or more raters listening to the same interview; and 
(2) the reliability with two raters rating the same teacher 
independently. Each rater will use the instrument and ask 
his questions independent ef the other on two different dates 
Step Two: 
The content of the rating scale having been determined 
in step one, the next consideration was that of format. 
Effort was exerted to keep the format as simple as possible 
but not to the point that the scale lost any of its purpose. 
Factors considered in the designing were these: 
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1. Since the rating was to be determined by the pro-
vision which the teacher makes for service to the pupil's 
needs by subject, the scale must be subject-matter orientated 
2. For the rater to use the scale while interviewing 
the teacher, it had to be simple to follow and constructed 
for ease of mar~ing. 
3. To assist the rater, it was decided that the seale 
should indicate some general outline for the levels of 
service to be scored. The instruction for scoring as it 
related to teacher service was indicated on the rating scale 
as follows: 
a •. Rating of 1 (one) indicates - uniform instruc-
tion, no specific planning 
b. Rating of 2 (two) indicates - incidental, minor 
or occasional service 
c. Rating of 3 (three) indicates - partial service, 
some planned provision; several additions to be 
made. 
d. Rating of 4 (four) indicates -major provision, 
few improvements or additions to be made. 
4• The scale was designed as indicated with four 
choices for the rater to score the degree to which provision 
for service is rendered by the teacher as determined from the 
interview. The four point scale was used for two ~easons: 
(1) To provide sufficient range and yet not sub-divide the 
scoring into so many choices that the line separating them 
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would be. too finely drawn; and (2) the four points force the 
rater to discriminate carefully as it leaves no·mid-way 
choice to which he may resort. 
In addition, the rating scale form has the usual charac-
teristics relating to places for teacher's name, grade, 
rater's name, date, etc. 
Rating the Control Teachers 
In ~y, 1958, six supervisors from the laboratory class 
~- ~'j.... s." 
rated',·the' sixty-two intermediate grade teachers in Dedham. 
and Wellesley, Massachusetts. This first rating served' as 
the 1958 level of teacher service prior to initiating tke 
individualized instruction study. The second rating, to be 
done one year hence, would serve as the 1958 level of 
service provided by those same teachers after the program of 
differentiated instruction had been in operation one year. 
The first rating is, therefore, considered the control year 
rating; the second rating, the experimental year rating. 
See Chapter V for the experimental year rating. 
In the interim, the 1958 - 1959 school year, the re-
l 
search team of McHugh and Manning spent full time in 
2 
introducing teacher service changes for greater pupil growth • 
1 
John C .• Manning and Walter J. McHugh, Research Fellows, 
Boston University. 
2 
Walter J. McHuWh' "Team Learning in Skills Subjects in 
Intermediate Grades, Journal of Education, (December, 1959), 
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The ratings on the control teachers were accomplished 
by the ~aters working in various size groups from one to four 
persons depending upon availability. The first teacher was 
rated by a team of four persons. One asked the questions 
while each rated independently. The results of that first 
interview follow: 
Table 1. Subject Service Analysis 
Subject Rater Rater Rater Rater 
#1 #2 #3 #4 
Reading: 1 234 1 2 3 4 l 234 1 2 3 4 
Level 
* * 
-i~ ~-
Progress rate -!:· 'ie-
* * Special needs I* * * i~ Self-direction :* 
* * 
ie-
Enrichment 'i:· 
* * * Total for 
Reading. • • 11 8 10 10 
Spelling: l 2 3 4 1 234 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
Level i~ ~~ 
* * Progress rate 
* 
~41: 
* 
i~ 
Special needs 
* ·* * * Self-direction 
* * * * Total for 
Spelling. • • 8 5 8 8 
Language Arts: 1 '2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
Level : ' 
* * 
~ ... 
* l>ro~re~s ~trate 'i~ -~ 
* 
-3~ 
Sp~c~al ~eeds * -!:· 
* 
-3~ 
Self-direction * 
* * * Enrichment 
* * * 
~~ 
Total for 
Language 
Arts • • • 5 5 5 6 
(concluded on next page) 
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Table 1. (concluded) 
Subject Rater Rater 'Rater Rater 
#1 #2 #3 #4 
Social 1 2 3 4 1 2 34 1 2 3 4 1 2 34 Studies: 
Level 
* * * 
i~ 
Progress rate 
* * * * Special needs 
* * * * Self'-direction * 
* * * Enrichment 
* 
~· 
'* * 
. Total :rer ~. 
· ,. soe!Eti 
Studies. • • 
_i 
7 7 8 7 
.ArrtnmEH~ic: l 2 3 4 l 2 3 4 l 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
Levet·' · 
* * * ~" Progress'" rate 
* * 
i~ it-
Special needs ~· ~-
* 
i~ 
Self-direction 
* 
i~ 
* 
i~ 
Total .fG>r 
Arithmetic. .9 6 8 6 
TGtals-. 
~ . . 
.. • .40 31 39 37 
Lowest possible score is 23; highest possible 
score is 92. 
The chart showing the results as the ~our raters scored 
the .first teacher point out a ractor that was noted early 
and remained consistent throughout the study. The better 
vision a rater has of a truly dif~erentiated service o.f 
instruction, the more likely a lower rating will result by 
that person in comparison to those raters with a narrGwer 
vision. This presents a strong argument for a thorough 
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greunding by each rater on that which constitutes both low 
and high level of teacher service to pupils before any rating 
is done. The instrument cannot furnish that information as 
it results from excellence in training and experience. 
The remaining forty-six control teachers were rated 
before the end of the 1957 - 1958 school year and the degree 
of reliability between the raters, when more than one rater 
evaluated the services of the same teacher, showed consider-
able promise. It was evident, h0wever, that the real test 
of reliability of the scale had not, as yet, been faced. Of 
seventy-two ratings completed, only four teachers were found 
to be offering differentiated programs of instruction that 
brought ratings much above the uniform instruction level. 
It is easy to envision that rating is much simpler when the 
ratings are either top or bottom service than it is to rate 
teachers when their service to pupils requires keen discrim-
ination by the rater to determine whether it constitutes a 
rating level of two or three. Hopes did rise, however, when 
it was noted that, in those cases of a higher level ef 
service being rendered by the teacher, both raters garnered 
the information from the interview and their ratings were 
quite comparable. 
Construction of the Manual 
From the experience gained in rating all of the control 
teachers, one significant fact was made clear: A manual 
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should be constructed to include a complete set of questions 
for each subject to be rated that would serve to elicit from 
the teacher a complete picture of the service which she ren-
ders to the pupils she serves. In the construction or the 
manual several basic considerations had to be kept in mind. 
They were: 
1. The manual must serve not only the rater but it 
should also be constructed as an aid to teachers. It should 
be made available to all teachers with the advice that this 
is the kind of pupil service en which you will be rated. 
This gesture alone would do twa things: (1) It would remove 
the mysticism which so frequently accompanies rating; and 
(2) it would serve the true purpose of rating; namely, te 
improve the level of teacher service to pupils. 
2. The manual should be constructed in a manner that 
makes it simple to fellow as it will become a significant 
~actor in the interview. Its simplicity of use would con-
tribute to more effective functioning of the rating process. 
3. The guide questions in the manual should be of such 
depth that they will elicit from the most int~overted 
'teacher her true picture of service. 
4~ The manual should be used by verbally-glib raters 
with varying backgrounds and abilities. The success of the 
rating program will depend heavily on the adeptness of the 
manual to assist the user in his search for a true picture ot 
the teachers' service to pupils. 
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5. The format or the manual should lend ease or 
handling and assist the rater insofar as possible in the 
r0utine of questioning and the anticipated answers. 
6. The manual should include a guide to levels of ser-
vice whic~ constitute a specific rating. These guides should 
be included for ~11 levels of s.coring and to include each 
provision on ~ich the teacher is to be rated in each subject. 
7. The format of the guide to specific services wi~h 
their respective ratings should be constructed in a manner 
that will permit the rater to consult them with ease as he 
elicits from the teacher the picture or service which she is 
rendering. 
The questions which were used for the rating of the con-
trol teachers were well in mind, but the time had arrived whe 
the questions should be compiled into logical form for the 
manual. The first attempt to do this was as follows: 
Revision of Standard Interview 
Step One -- As a point of departure, an interview was 
conducted by the two research fellows; each using a regular 
classroom teacher, and the entire interview was tape-recorded 
The recording was made with the teacher's permission and was 
indicative of the cooperative attitude of the teachers used 
in this study. 
The tapes were replayed and a typist recorded the entire 
proceedings for purposes or further study. The questions and 
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their answers were then weighed to determine (1) did the 
questions elicit answers which were informative to the rater; 
(2) were the answers complete or were further questions nec-
essary to complete the picture of service; (3) were the 
questions sufficiently probing to bring to light the possible 
service which any teacher might be rendering; and (4} were 
some of the questions repetitious or without any value to 
the rater. 
The tape-recorded interviews were replayed many times. 
Sometimes, as many as fourteen raters who had experience in 
the laboratory class would listen to the tapes and make 
notations where additions, deletions, or other changes should 
be made in the questions to get from the teacher the clearest 
possible picture of her service for the rater to consider in 
his evaluation. 
Step Two From the experiences outlined in step one, 
the questions which were to serve as a manual for the rater 
to follow were initially organized. They were then ready to 
be put to the test to see how they would function in a 
typical situation. 
Realizing that the questions had to serve for all teach-
ers and that the services rendered by teachers vary 
considerably, twe~ve teachers were selected for the trial 
run as follows: Two who were considered to be providing the 
best service from each of the fourth, fifth and sixth grades; 
and two who were considered to be p~oviding the least amount 
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o~ di~rerentiated service ~rom each o~ the same three grade 
levels. 
Again, with the teachers' permission, but without any 
identi~ication, these teachers were interviewed with the 
~ull interview tape-recorded. This provided the study with 
valuable in~ormation as the tapes were played and rate~ with-
out any prior teacher identirioation, with as many as 
seventy-five people rating at one time. The groups of person: 
who assisted by listening and rating the tapes were those who 
were studying through the Boston University courses and 
interesting themselves in differentiated instruction. Each 
time the tapes were replayed, an attempt was made to learn 
what problems were faced in rating the service o~ the teacher 
being interviewed. The purpese of replaying the tapes for 
groups, b~th large and small to rate, was to elicit from 
those raters any additional questions that might better serve 
in establishing in the mind o~ the rater the level of service 
being offered. Comments were written by the raters on the 
~orms and discussions were held at the end o~ each subject 
being rated as the tape was played. Frequently, parts o~ 
the tapes were replayed ~or a re-check on vagueness. 
Furthermore, the questions were used to rate a volunteer 
teacher in person be~ore the groups while the remainder o~ 
the group rated the answers. 
All o~ this information was weighed and evaluated by the 
Bo 
writer and the research team for refinement to the manual Gf 
questions which were being prepared. 
The third and last refinement of the interview questions 
will be found in Chapter IV. Accompanying the questions will 
also be seen the guides which have served the rater in 
evaluating the teachers. The guides to scoring are those 
which have been used from the beginning, but will be form-
alized in Chapter IV for assistance to raters and, of more 
importance, to the teacher being rated to assist her in two 
ways; namely; (1) to acquaint her with the criteria which 
will be used in evaluating her service; and (2} to assist her 
in improving her service to pupils, providing she may desire 
to do so. 
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CHAPTER IV 
TRYOUT AND REVISIONS OF THE TEACHER SERVICE RATING SCALE 
The purpose of this study is to construct and validate 
a scale that can be used to rate teaching service to children 
·in grades four, five ~nd six. This study is concerned with 
the following three problems: 
A. To build a scale for rating teachers' classroom 
service for these learning needs of children: 
1. Adapting instruction to various levels of 
ability 
2. Providing different progress rates in learning 
3• Giving special help at points of weakness in 
learning development 
4. Encouraging individual and group self-direction 
and initiative 
5• Enriching learning to make it significant and 
useful 
B. To discover the relationship that exists between 
(1) the ratings given to teachers on the above-
listed services using the rating scale; and (2) 
pupil achievement. 
c. To determine the reliability of the teacher service 
rating scale. 
The manual of questions to accompany the rating scale 
form as outlined in Chapter III were refined and organized 
into a manual through the following procedures: 
1. Understandings of provisions which constitute 
varying levels of service for differentiated instruction were 
described and defined in the laboratory class. 
2. Each of the two research supervisors interviewed a 
teacher and the entire proceedings were tape recorded. 
3. A typist transferred the questions and their re-
sponses from the tape to written form. 
4• The questions and their responses were reviewed by 
the writer and the research team to make additions, deletions, 
or other corrections where the questions did not appear to 
elicit sufficient information for the reader to gain a clear 
picture of the teacher's service. 
5. The refined list of questions were then used by the 
research team in rating twenty-four teachers; eight from each 
of grades four, five and six, with each grade represented by 
four teachers considered to be offering a high level of 
service, and four who were considered to offer the least 
differentiated instruction. 
6. The tapes from the twenty-four interviews were 
played for groups ranging in size from one to seventy-five 
persons, all of whom were receiving at the time or had pre-
viously received training in differentiated instruction. 
As'the various groups independently rated the tapes, they 
would make notations for improvement in the questions used. 
The recommendations were then care.fully weighed by the re-
sear.ch team and changes were made where they were considered 
to el!eit a more complete picture of the teacher's service. 
7. The final list of questions which constituted the 
third revision of the interview questions were logically 
organized and placed in a manual. The order of the questions 
as they appear in the manual follow two patten:rs which are: (1) 
They are arranged by subject in the same order as the subjects 
appear on the rating scale form; and (2) the questions on a 
given subject follow the same sequence as that of the criteria 
on the.rating scale ~orm; that is, the questions pertaining 
o; 
to level ~re first, those pertaining to progress rate are 
next, and the questions on each of the remaining criterion 
follow in the same order. 
The third revision of the rating scale, as described 
above, appears in the appendix. 
TRAINING PROGRAM FOR ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS 
Af~er the manual of question~ to accompany the rating 
scale form had been completed, attention was turned to another 
phase of the study; namely, to train the local elementary 
school principals in the need for and techniques of leadership 
i'n differentiated instruction. 
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For a more complete picture of the problems involved in 
the principal's training program, a description of the tow.n 
of Dedham and the enrollments in grades four, five and six 
follow: 
The Town of Dedham, Massachusetts, is a 
suburb of Boston and encompasses a population of 
about 23,000 people. There were in 1958 - 1959 
4,002 pupils enrolled in grades one through 
twelve. Grades four, five and six, around which 
this study centers, show the following enrollments 
by grade and teacher: 
Table 2. 'Enrollments in Grades Four, Five and Six 
in the Town of Dedham Public Schools 
Grade- No.in Grade- No.in Grade- No.in 
Teacher Class Teacher Class Teacher Class 
4-1 26 5-l 29 6-1 ~ 4-2 26 5-2 30 6-2 
4-3 23 5-3 22 6-3 17 
4-4 23 5-4 23 6-4 20 
4-5 28 5-5 36 6-.5 31 q.;9 29 5-6 34 6-6 28 
4-7 19 5~1 37 6-7 20 
4":'8 21 ;;.:.a 21 6-8 19 4-EJ 21 5-9 22 6-9 .26 
4-10 24 5-10 29 6-10 26 
4-11 26 5-11 30 6-11 25 
4-12 22 5-12 29 6-12 22 
4-13 22 5-13 29 6-13 27 
4-14 27 5-14 34 6-14 19 
4-15 23 5-1.5 20 6-1.5 25 
4-12 A 5-16 23 
. -
16 384 16 448 15 354 
A policy in the Town of Dedham provides that 
classes will be ·subdivided when the enrollment 
reaches forty. 
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The role of the principal as it relates to teacher rating 
explored in this study places the principal in greater in-
structional leadership responsibilities than he might normally 
assume. For various reasons there has been a tendency to 
permit the principal, through, perhaps, no fault of his own, 
to become more of a school manager and to permit the leader-
ship role to function with little or no emphasis on the 
instructional aspect. 
Dedham is not unlike many other communities in that a few 
years ago the principals of the elementary· schools were basic-
ally school managers with the directives issued from the 
central office. There has been an attempt, however, since 
that time to give each school a certain amount of autonomy. 
The seven supervising and one teaching principal, who serve 
the eight elementary schools, assume full administration of 
their individual buildings except for policies which have town~ 
wide implications. These policies are developed through staff 
meetings. 
Accompanying the effort to transfer the complete operatiol 
of the school to the principal was another move to encourage 
the principal to become more active in instructional leader-
ship. The move was initiated through a staff policy which 
made it necesaary for each principal to make, at least, one 
thirty-minute visit to a classroom each school day. As a 
result of this visit, an evaluation was made; a copy of which 
was sent to the superintendent of schools. The evaluation 
form which was used follows: 
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Confidential report on supervision by 
-----------------------------
Building ----------------------------------------------------
Teacher supervised -----------------------------------------------
Grade ------------------------------------------------------------
Date -------------------------------------------------------------
Time of day -----------------------------------------------------
Length of visit 
Instruction consisted of ------------------------------------------
What phase of above subject was being taught -----------------------
Circle Proper Explanation of your Interpretation 
Instructor--Well prepared--Bit hazy--Relied on text--Not confident--
Lesson--Had a definite point--Nothing in particular accomplished--
Lesson--Had interest of all--Some not attentive--Mediocre interest--
Class--All apparently got the point--So~e got the point--No one got 
the point--Too difficult--
Class--Lecture type--Discussion by a few--Discussion by all--
Other pupils in room--Busy--Restless--Just listening--
Discipline--Everyone about his business--Disturbing--Utter confusio~­
What did you like? 
1~at did you dislike? 
Did this class situation meet a standard acceptable to a first class 
educational progr~? 
Remarks regarding any other situations which deserve commendation or 
correction. 
This is pertinent information. Be sure your remarks are your sincer 
opinion. 
This study, as explained in Chapter III, is one of three 
studies which are a part of the research conducted under the 
United States Office of Edueation contract with BostQn Uni-
varsity. The other two studies are primarily concerned with 
changing teacher service to pupils, and this study is 
concerned with the measurement of the change of teacher 
service. Since the research on all three of the studies is 
done in Dedham, the increased stress on teacher evaluation 
whieh was started some years ago proved to be an asset to 
training the principals for rating teachers in this study. 
In December of the school year 1958-1959 after the 
l 2 
McHugh and Manning studies, which were attempting to change 
the teacher service in the fourth, fifth and sixth grades of 
Dedham, were well under way, the principals were called 
together for the beginning of the training designed at ac-
quainting them with the techniques involved in the 
differentiating program in their schools. 
The training program consisted of several phases, and 
a detailed outline of each phase follows: 
Phase One: Exploring the Criteria 
The criteria which had been selected for rating teachers 
were explored in detail. (See Chapter III for criteria 
selected.) The research supervisors demonstrated for the 
1 
Ibid. 
2 
/ 
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principals the kinds o£ teacher service which might be 
provided for eachrof the criterion. The demonstrations were 
followed by additional visits to classrooms where provisions 
were being made by the teachers to satisfy the individual 
needs of the pupils. Charts were made to show the variations 
in grouping patterns to accomodate for individual abilities 
within a given plass. The purposes behind the use of both 
small and large pupil teams were explored. 
Phase Two: Revision o£ the Daily Supervision Form 
Since new criteria had been selected for rating the 
D~4ham teachers, it appeared that the daily visits to the 
classrooms by the principals for evaluating the level of 
teacher service should be focused on that criteria. This 
meant that the form currently used for supervision and previ-
ously shown in this chapter had to be revised to contain the 
new criteria. Through the cooperation o£ the principals, who 
were going to make the daily supervision report, the plans 
for the revised form were made. 
In addition to the criteria, it was agreed to add the 
following changes: (1) Provide a space for the principal to 
show the patterns of class organization for the learning; (2) 
Provide space for the principal to report on the efficient use 
. . . 
of teacher and pupil time; and (3) Request from the principal 
. . . 
his reaction to the classroom no~se l~vel. Furthermore, it 
was agreed that the form would be made in triplicate and 
that the disposition of the principal's report would be 
changed to include a copy £or the teacher, one for the 
superintendent, and one which the principal would retain. 
The revised supervision form follows: 
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DEDHAM PUBLIC SCHOOLS SUPERVISION REPORT 
One each day by each P1·incipal - Minimum visit 30 minutes. 
Person supervised ...................................................................... School .......................................... Gr .............. . 
Date . . . . .. .... ..... .. ............ .. ... ... .. . Visited from ... ... ... ..... ... . ..... .. . . .. .. .. ... ......... .. .. . .. To ............................................. . 
Subject observed .................................. : ..................................................... What phase of this subject did you 
observe? ........................................................................................................................................ : ............................ . 
What accommodation did you see for the following: 
Level for each pupil ................................................................... : ................................................................... . 
············································:··········································································································································· 
Individual progress for each pupil .............................................................................. : ................................ . 
........................................................................................................................................................................................ 
Teaching at points of weakness 
·················································································································· 
Self-Direction 
·················································································································································· 
························································································································································································ 
Enrichment 
······················································································································································ 
························································································································································································ 
Multiple Response Technique ....................................................................................................................... 
What were the pattern, or patterns, used for organization? 
How was this teacher economizing on use of time? 
·························································································· ····························································································· 
What was your reaction to the control of noise? 
···················································································· 
························································································································································································ 
What is your reaction to this visit? ........................................................................................................... . 
....................................................................................................................................................................................................... 
............................................................................................................................................................................................... 
................................................................................................................................................................................................... 
What did you discuss with the teacher? ................................................................................................... . 
............................................................................................................................................................................................ 
................................................................................................................................................................................................. 
Reported by ....................................................... . 
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Phase Three: Practice in Use of Revised Supervision Report 
The revised supe~vision report form contained the same 
criteria as the teacher rating form which is shown in Chapter 
III. Therefore, it was assumed that if a princip~l was pro-
ficient in the use of the daily supervision report that he 
would likewise be well-trained for teacher rating which was 
the ultimate purpose of the principal's training program. 
The principals, the research fellows and the writer wan~ 
to classrooms as a group for the specific purpose of rating 
the level of service being provided at that time by the 
teacher.. The teaching of a complete lesson would be observed 
with each person independently scoring the teacher on her 
provision for service as it related to the selected criteria. 
Following the classroom visit, the group assembled tor a 
thorough discussion of what they had seen and the agreement 
or disagreement in the ratings of the service. There were 
several visits as described and their value appeared to be of 
considerable consequence. 
Parallel with the classroom visitations described above 
were similar gDoup meetings with the principals, at which 
time the various tape-recorded teacher rating interviews, as 
described earlier in this chapter, were played before the 
group and each principal would rate them independently. Again 
these sessions were followed by lengthy discussions as to 
agreements and differences which the principals had recorded 
for the ratings. 
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·Phase Four: Principals Rate Teachers Through Interview 
Technique 
The principals, having spent fifteen weeks in classroom 
visits rating taped interviews and discussing the many aspects 
of teacher rating, appeared ready to rate formally some teach-
ers using the criteria which were selected for this study. 
For the formal rating experience the principals, research 
supervisors and the writer visited the Wellesley schools where 
the fifteen fifth grade teachers were rated in one day. The 
group worked in teams of two or three, with one principal in 
each team serving as the interrogater, using the third revised 
manual of questions as shown in the appendix, while each 
independently rated the teacher interview. 
The results are shown in Chapter V under the table which 
depicts the reliability of the rating when two or more people 
rated the same interview. 
Having gone through the training period from building 
the revised daily supervision_report to group visitations to 
rate teacher service, to a thorough study and rating of the 
taped interviews and then, having satisfactorily rated the 
Wellesley fifth grade teachers, all persons concerned were 
convinced that the Dedh~ elementary principals were ready 
to do the second rating on the.teachers involved in the 
93 
1 
·McHugh 
2 
and Manning research. The teachers involved in the 
two studies were those of grades four, five and six in Dedham. 
They are the same teachers on Which the control year ratings 
are described in Chapter III. 
The principals assisted the research team and others, who 
had been in the laboratory class, rated the forty-seven Dedham 
teachers as explained above. The ratings were done in the 
teacher's classroom with teams of two or more raters_. One 
person using the third revision manual of questions served as 
the interrogator, but each rated the teacher independently. 
The results of the reliability of the ratings are reported in 
Chapter V.· The data is included in the table which depicts 
the reliability of the rating scale when used by two or more 
raters from the same interview. 
Fourth Revision of the Rating Scale 
From the beginning of this study, every effort had been 
exerted toward building in the mind of the rater a frame of 
reference to be used in evaluating teacher service as it 
related to the selected criteria. The success of the 
individual rater appears to depend heavily on his particular 
frame of reference. 
1 
Ibid. 
2 
Ibid. 
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This has been considered a handicap, and a fourth revision of 
the rating seale was undertaken to build a list of teacher 
provisions and indicate the rating which they would merit. 
In undertaking the.task several factors had to be taken into 
consideration. They were: 
1. It would necessitate an agreement by those who had 
familiarized themselves with the criteria and the provisions 
which satisfy it to decide which provisions merit a rating of 
one~ two, three or four for each of the criteria in each of 
the separate subjects. 
There were several factors which supported the selection 
of the research supervisors to formulate the provisions and 
their respective values for the scoring guide. They were (a) 
the research team was familiar with all aspects of this study 
(b) they had participated in the teacher ratings which had 
previously been conducted, (a) they were in the laboratory 
altiSS., w~ere the initial effort was made in the selection of 
the criteria used in the rating seale, and (d) they were con-
ducting the concurrent studies which were attempting to make 
the changes in the teaching service Which this study is to 
2. The provisiops which merit specific ratings·would 
have ··to be spelled out in detail for each subject and eaoll 
.... l' ~~,.. ., • 
of the· eriteria under each subject. 
3. The format should be designed for ease oi' use by 
the rater. This would demand that the descriptions of the 
95 
provision wad its value as it pertains to a criterion wGuld 
be available to the rater simultaneously as the questions 
pertaining to the same criterion are before him. 
~. To remain consistent with the purpose of rating as 
expressed in this study, the value of the various provisions 
on which the teacher's service is to be rated should be pre-
sented in the most meaningful manner to the teacher; this 
purpose being to encourage her to know what provisions are 
considered to be superior service and to encourage the teach-
er to aspire to render that type of service. There can be no 
greater objective in rating than to improve the level of 
teacher service as it relates to the learning needs of the 
children Which she serves. 
With the above considerations in mind, the scoring guides 
were built and are now submitted as a complete rating scale 
manual, including the same questions used in the third revis-
ion of the rating scale. 
96 
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To the Interrogator: 
This outline has been used by several people 
and on many occasiens. You will have greater success 
in your interview if you will proceed closely in 
accordance with the outline. The major topics identi-
fied by the capital letters will previde you with the 
lead questions, and the sub-topics indicate either a 
possible answer which you may expect or a further 
outline for you te follow as you probe fer a complete 
picture of the service being rendered in the particular 
area. 
Maintain a mental image of the scoring guide 
on which yeu will rate the service which the teacher 
provides to the pupils of her class. Probe until you 
are satisfied that you can accurately check off the 
level on the scoring guide of service being rendered. 
-.() 
co 
READING LEVEL 
A. Do you have a range 'o£ abilities in your c~assroom 
B. 
in reading? 
How did you or~anize your reading program? 
1. Number o£ groups 
2. Levels o£ text-s us.ed •. 
3. What criteria did you use in organizing your. 
groups? 
a. Use o£ tests 
(1) Formal 
( 2) In:rormal 
b. Teacher observation and judgment 
For interrogator's notes, 
remarks, additional 
questions to ask 
I 
a 
a 
1 
4• Have you had .to make~ addi ti.onal. .changes. ia_yo.ur~ .. 1 ~ 
grouping? r 
a. Regrouping 
b. Flexibility 
,~. •• r.H.._ 
"">'t 
READING LEVEL SCORING GUIDE 
Uniform (1) Incidental (2) 
--One or two permanent --Has permanent 
groups three level 
; grouping 
--Sends'work home for 
slow children --Uses basal read-
--Keeps slow children 
after'school, or 
gives help during 
recess and lunch 
periods 
.. ,., 't-1 ~ ~· ., 
er materials 
--Follows manual 
with minor 
variations 
--Uses supplementary 
Partial Service {3) 
--Has three or more 
groups, flexible 
in nature 
--Uses basal reader 
materials for 
average group 
--~ses supplementary 
materials for high 
and low groups 
--Uses only one or basal readers --Pollows supplemen-
two level texts -·and 
follows m~ual ":,· .... ~ 
closely , .· '· J '~' 
"',..J r 
--Groups according to 
last year!?, g;rqup-.. , 
ing ; 
< ,, 
--Helps slow'children 
with gifficult words 
during reading 
perio~ 
--All children on same 
lesson, taking same 
amount of' work 
--Groups according 
to standard test 
results 
= tary program for 
phonies 
--trses standard test 
results and teacher 
observation for 
~rouping 
--Uses texts and 
materials of' three 
or more levels 
,. 
"• ,, 
Major Provision (4) 
--Groupings highly 
flexible according 
to lesson or skill 
being taught 
--Groups according to 
particular skills 
needs 
--Groups according to 
formal and informal 
test results, 
teacher observation 
and judgment 
--Groups in patterns 
~ .:ro~ particular 
·neeas in: 
--applied phonics 
--word meaning and 
enrichment 
--comprehension 
--recall 
--higlier mental pro-
cas~ thinking 
skf~ls (critical 
an~ :elaborative 
'thinking) 
--organization and 
' -sub~rdination of' 
iO.e,as 
. \ • •l 
..----- -___,...·~T 
,l; 
1-' 
0 
0 
READING PROGRESS RATE 
In terms o~ the texts o~ the grade, where are the 
groups now working? 
1. Will all ~inish the text they are now 
using? 
' 
2. What about those wh~ ~ini~h ear2y? 
3. Do you ~ind that you have to keep a record o~ 
where the di~ferent groups are working? 
READING~: fllOGRESS RATE 
ll.t ..-1- > 
(1) 
--Has all children 
do same work 
{ 
--Has cbil~e~ who 
finish·early take 
out other work 
( othe: suq_j e~t ). 
• (7 ~-;. J, _\.. 
-·Has ch~ldren·who 
finish early do 
extra assignment 
(of the same 
nature) 
--some children never 
complete work 
assigned 
(2) 
--Gives scattered 
practices in 
skills throughout 
year as available 
in manual and. 
other material 
' 
--children finis~~ng 
early allolied-.. free 
reading time " 
--uses library, rA1ft-
of-school reading 
checked by teacher 
--Supplementary work 
books and skills 
material given to 
bright children 
who finish reading 
program early. 
~-
(3) 
--Adjusts lear~ing 
load of slow chil-
dren 
{4) 
--Grouped according 
to. learning rate 
. --Personal recard 
--~ives more praetie~s eh~ts 
~0 slow, less skill - "",., ,, .. 
practice given to --Oh~e basal reader 
bright p~0gram is com-
--Has bright children 
read more than one 
basal reader on 
same level, teach~r 
directed 
I 
pleted, high 
aepievers move in~ 
-po_ oroadening, 
·independent and 
content area read" 
.- ing projects 
- "-~~ ~l-" 
--Skills learning 
prQvides for self~ 
d,irection and 
self'i-correction 
--Children move 
from easy to more 
difficult skills 
learning, accord-
ing to individual 
:pro~ess 
... 
~ 
0 
1\) 
CY'\ 
0 
.-I READING SPECIAL WEAKNESSES 
How well do you feel that your youngsters read? 
1. On what criteria do you base your judgment? 
a. Informal tests (How do you do these?) 
b. Formal tests n It tl tl It 
c. Oral reading n n n n It 
" 
d. Comprehensions cheeks " It It tl n 
e. Recall 11 " It " 
11 
. 
:f. Word analysis skills tt 11 It 
" 
tt 
2. What are the needs of your low achieving youngsters? 
a; How do you make provisions :for these needs? 
b. Do you have a planned program :for these needs? 
3. What are the skills weaknesses of your high achievers? 
a. OUtlining 
b. Note taking 
c. Elaborative thinking 
d. Critical thinking 
e. Comprehension 
:r. Speed 
g. Word analysis 
4• What is your program for strengthening these weaknesses? 
READING - SPECIAL WEAKNESSES 
1(1) (2) (3) (4) 
--Has no provision for --scattered, inciden-
weaknesses of high tal practice given 
achievers or average to correct needs 
--Is not aware that high --Records of ~upil 
and average group have progress not kep~ 
weaknesses 
•. --All children in 
--lv.hen ~xtra time avail- group reeeive_skills 
able,.gives'indiviaual practice whethe~ 
help to slow ,.. . they need 1 t or not 
"' ".. ) .. - ~ \ ..., 
-~Uses no special mater- --Use extra work 
ials with slow _ book material fer· 
--Aware"of one or two 
phonics, etc. 
types of weaknesses, --Weakness instruc-
uses extra work sheets, tion given only 
same for all,childre.n for part of year 
in low group 
--No planned program ta 
teach to any weakne~s 
--Follow manual, give· 
same amount, and kind 
of practiee~as given 
in manual 
--Children allowed 
to progress in 
word analysis 
skills 
--s. R. A. type 
material used for 
vocabulary and 
comprehension 
--Weakness correction 
done in small..... .-
groups 
--Materials for skills 
. correction m~de by 
teacher 
--Commercial materials 
adapted by teacher, 
packaged according 
to each skill 
--Progress records 
kept by children 
--Knows weakness-
es of each 
group, has 
planned pro-
gram to over-
come weaknesses 
--Intensive 
practice matere 
ial given to 
fix particular 
skills 
--Regardless of 
skill'wealmess 
children work 
in small groups, 
advance at own 
rate, move in 
and out of 
groups accord .. 
ing to need and 
progress 
--Skills weakness 
instruction given 
in organized pro-
gram.,continues 
throughout year 
~ 
0 
..j::"" 
READING - SELF-DIRECTION 
5. What are the general areas of interest in reading in your 3lass outside 
of the basal texts? 
a. Library books 
b. Magazines 
c. Specialties 
d. Plays 
e. Hobbies 
6. Do you kn0w what eaeh pupil is doing for added reading activity? 
a. In school 
b. Outside of school 
e. How do you know this? 
7. Does independent reading take place in the average and slow groups? 
a. How often 
b. How mu3h 
READING:;~S~F-DIRECTION 
--:. ":' ...... 
(1) --- - - _(2) ---- (31_____ - (4) 
--Daily worksheets 
and workbook 
material used 
for groups, 
children :t;><?,~~ ··~ 
direction~~ r-na 
complete work 
sheet:: L• ~ 
--Children work 
alone on all 
worksheet and 
workbook mate~­
ial; teacher"'~·~ 
corrects ,. '• t• " 
individual's 
work 
' . 
--Children keep 
personal 
vocabulary 
lists of 
_ difficult words 
l.:;jf:.. 
--Teacher chooses 
independent 
reading 
material for 
each child 
--Teacher keeps 
pecord of 
independent 
reading 
attainments 
--Children keep 
personal 
vocabulary lists, 
occasionally 
check each 
other 
--Teacher makes 
available 
materials for 
independent 
reading from 
experience and 
sources she feels 
children enjoy 
--Children keep personal 
vocabulary lists, check 
each other on known 
words; teacher super-
vises and checks 
individual progress 
--Teacher surrounds room 
in books on broad base, 
allGws children to 
choose independent read" 
ing material, but sets 
standards and rules so 
that all children read 
materials of different 
types to broaden and 
spread reading interests 
--Independent reading pro~ 
gram characterized by 
occasional teacher check 
and nround-the-room" 
supervision, and _ 
occasional comprehension 
and-pupil-interest check 
--Pupils keep record of 
independent reading 
attainments; occasional 
teacher check 
... 
1-1. 
CQ 
0' 
READING - ENRICHMENT 
a. What kinds of reading activities do you plan for in your reading progrwn? 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
Wh0le class activities 
Story hours 
Plays 
Audio-visual 
Choral reading 
Play reading 
Discussions 
Do you read to the children? 
(1) How often 
(2) Type of material 
(3) Why 
9. Do you find it difficult to·ereate enthusiasm and interest in reading? 
a. How do you do it? 
10. Do you find that the children wish to share what they have read? 
a. How do they do this? 
READING ~ ENRICHMENT 
(1.;} 
--Children memorize 
certain amount of 
poems in course 
of year 
--Teacher reads 
occasionally tp 
children 
--Whole.class "week-
ly re?-d~r" type 
readi:P,g once e~ch .. 
week · 
--vT.hole class reading 
of 11 classics11 book 
once each week 
(2) 
·-Choral reading 
lessons planned 
occasionally 
especially for 
special occas-
ions and 
holidays 
' 
--Teacher has planned 
progr~ for ~eading 
selected materials 
to children ~ 
' 
--Occasional use ~f 
dramatizatio(l 
activities ~ 
--Independent read~ 
--All children required ing program fqr 
to read certain amount bright children 
of books and make 
book reports • r: fA" 11~ ~\ ... -ch~ldren choose ., 
books, read ~trict­
ly for pleasure, 
detailed book re-
port required 
after each reading 
--enrichment activi-
ties occasionally 
for bright children 
{ 3) . ·- -- _(!J_) 
--Planned program 
of choral reading, 
including differ-
ent types with 
teacher choosing 
material 
--Uses motion,pic-
tures related to 
reading as need 
arises; f'ollowed 
by discussion and 
other activities 
--Teacher has 
planned program for 
reading to children; 
includes fiction, 
non-fiction, read-
ing for different 
purposes and uses, 
including poe~ry 
--Has planned pro-
gram for dram~tiza­
tion on weekly or 
monthly basis for 
one or more groups 
--Planned reading 
enrichment activi-
ties for bright and 
average children 
--Planned program of 
ehoral reading, in-
eluding dif'ferent 
types and material 
of differing nature 
--Children write 
poems for class to 
use for choral reade 
ing 
--Teacher has planned 
program of oral read-
ing and listening; 
both teachers and 
children take part; 
read material of 
various nature; 
plays, poetry, etc. 
--Uses dramatization, 
both formal and in-
formal for high, 
average and low 
achievers in planned, 
time-allotted program 
--Balanced independent 
reading program, 
planned time allotment 
each week, for all 
children regardless 
of level. 
--Children of all ~ 
groups share materials ~ 
read 
'~ 
SPELLING - LEVEL 
A. Would you tell me how your class is organized for spelling? 
1. Groups 
a. Fast 
b. Average 
c. Slow 
2. Pairs of threes 
3. How do these units function? 
SPELLING- LEVEL· 
{1) 
--Has one or two 
permanent groups 
{ smal~ group of 
low achievers 
being •· considered 
second grpup j"' ». • 
--Has ali-children 
on same lesson 
taking same·· 
amount o.f work 
--Assigns h~mewp~k 
to sli>w ch1ldr.en 
. 
--Uses one level· 
text for ali 
children 
--Has high achiev-
ers study extra 
f I 
words or review 
words,in text 
lessons 
{2) (3) (4) 
--Has two level 
grouping 
~~Uses text of grade 
{and workbook) 
--Provides three level 
grouping and 
·supplementary 
materials 
._ . --~djusts learning 
--Gives slow children load for slow 
less words to learn learners 
than others 
... -Provides some 
phonics instruction 
--Teaches rules ~d 
exceptions 
--Teacher introduces 
words, no pre-
testing o.f high 
and average 
groups 
~7~as personal spell-
~ng lists for bright 
!}hildren 
--Has extra words .for 
-pright chosen PYt 
teacher 
••Children study 
words of next 
grade 
--Adapts text for 
high, average and 
low achievers 
--Has average and 
high achievers take 
pre-tests, study 
unknown words 
--Has all children 
keep personal 
spelling lists 
--Children make up 
own extra lists, 
listing words 
they .find they 
have need of 
knowing 
--Spelling program 
characterized by 
word meaning and 
imagery activi-
ties f'or all 
children 
--Multiple meaning 
of words added 
to spelling 
lessons whenever 
practicable 
-lo 
-lo 
0 
SPELLING - PROGRESS RATE 
B. Where are the children now working in spelling? 
1. How many words for the slew? 
2. Any change in number of words as the year has progressed? 
3• What will those who finish early do? 
SPELLIN~ - PROGRESS RATE 
;., 
(l) 
--Has all children in 
class study one 
spelling lesson 
(unit) each week 
--Teaoher·contr~ls 
progress 6i' .. :a1!~ '""'~ 
childr~n . ~ ::: ·-~ · · 
--Children who finish 
early tak~ ou~ p~h~r 
work {in qther~~ub~ ject) 
" • J. , 
~ M ).' ~ ~· 1'\11 *'u~ 
--some chil~~h''never 
complete assigned 
work' 
~-l"tl· 
--Children who finish 
early do additiona~ 
assignment, some 
level of 4~fticulty 
for extra drill 
I ~ 
(2) 
--Has everyone in 
class works on 
same lesson each 
week, with several 
slow children.re-
ceiving either" 
fewer words, or 
words from l ~ 
supplementary, 
source 
--Children who spell 
all words correct-
ly on mid-week 
test excused from 
spelling for ~ 
remainder of week 
I • 
(J_) (4) 
--Children progress 
through speller 
at own rate (in 
small groups -
average and high 
groups) 
--Children progress 
to speller of 
next grade 
--Teacher prepares 
extra lessons for 
bright after com-
pleting text of 
grade 
·~-.once children ~spell 
words correctly, · 
no longer study that 
lesson, move on to 
next lesson 
w~Teacher controls 
progress oi low· 
achievers only 
--After children 
complete speller 
o:f grade, em-
phasis placed on 
trans.fer of 
spelling words 
to Writing 
vocabularies 
--All children 
have personal 
spelling lists, 
take systematic 
tests, discard 
words. learned, 
add new unknown 
words 
--High mastery and 
retention required 
before children 
allowed to advance 
to other lessons 
--High standards of 
legibility and 
neatness stressed. 
Papers below 
teacher-made stand-
ards are copied 
over 
--Teacher keeps 
record of all tests 
....lo 
....lo 
SPELLING - SPECIAL WEAKNESS 
c. Did you notice any particular di££iculties which youngsters may have 
in spelling? 
1. How did you learn this? 
2. What did yQu do about it? 
a. Ear for sound 
b. Werd analysis 
a. Visual memory 
d. Transfer to use 
e. Meaning 
W' .,. ..._,. 
SPELLIN~~- SPEOIAL NEEDS 
..-
: (1) {2) (3) __ -----~ ~~ - _____ __(MJ 
~ 
--Has all children 
do exercises in 
text, regardless 
of need 
--Has children write 
words :for practice 
--oral take-your-turn 
teaches check on 
spelling words 
" 
~ 
y 
). 
... ~ 
--Slow children take 
less words than 
others 
--'Stress placed on 
_ unknown words for 
· low achievers ..... ,., ... 
--Incidental phonics 
instruction given 
in unplanned pro-
gram 
--Homework assigned. 
slow learners · .. 
'-
--Children assigned 
number of words 
according to 
spelling learning 
rate 
--Planned program of 
lessons for ear 
training 
--Word recognition 
--Applied phonics 
instruction 
. 
--Systematic review 
--Children write, e~ch practice 
spelling word in 
sentence 
--Teacher introduces 
words, gives traage 
practice and tests 
for low achieving 
and average group 
-'-Each child keeps 
a record of his 
progress in spell-
--ing tests 
--Systematic special 
instruction given 
in small groups to 
overcome weakness-
es 
--Teacher gives 
direct teaching to 
overcome difficul-
ties of: 
--auditory perception 
--overapplication of 
phonics 
--low meaning and 
imagery of words 
--poor visual per-
ception and 
memory 
--Each child keeps a 
personal rec0rd of 
his progress in 
text lists, person8 
al lists and content 
lists 
--Spelling book exer-
cises that have. 
little or no rela-
tionship to spell-
ing are omitted 
--Provides remedial 
lists for very low 
achievers -!. 
...!. 
-!=="" 
SPELLING - SELF-DIRECTION 
~ 
D. Do you feel that the text has sufficient coverage of words to meet all 
the pupils' needs for the grade? 
1. What do you do about this? 
2. Other lists 
a. Where from 
b... How kept 
(1) Notebooks 
(2) Frequency for gathering lists 
(3) How are the words selected? 
(4) Any difficulty in collecting a list? 
(5) H0w do you check these words? 
E. How do you make the transfer from spelling lists to the children's written 
vocabularies? 
1. 
2. 
3· 
4· 
Dictation 
Functional writing 
Written reports 
Creative writing 
/'""'o.. 
.._,. 
SPELLING - SELF-DIRECTION 
(1) 
--Each spelling 
lesson led by 
teacher 
--All spelling 
activities 
teacher-
directed 
--All spelling 
tests and checks 
corDeeted by a 
teacher 
--All words dictated 
by teacher 
(2) 
--Bright children 
keep personal 
spelling lists 
--Teacher allows 
bright children 
to work together 
on some assign-
ments without 
her leading 
activity 
--Teacher allows 
f'or limited 
self'-direetion 
on day-to-day 
basis 
-
( 3 ) -___ (l.J_) 
--Bright and slow 
children keep 
personal spell-
ing lists 
--Bright children 
allowed to 
utilize self'-
correotion 
--Both high and 
average groups 
allowed to work 
in small team 
activities f'or 
practice and 
drill and 
testing 
--Teacher allows 
week-lang 
self'-direotive 
assignments 
--Each child has a 
personal notebook in 
which he enters unknown 
words that he wants to 
learn to spell 
--Spelling program 
characterized by small 
team and independent 
learning activities 
--Words misspelled in 
written language activ-
ities put in personal 
spelling lists 
--Bright and average 
children utilize self-
correction of' assign-
ments followed by 
teacher's cheek 
--Uses self'-direotive 
sequential lessons to 
correct spelling 
difficulties 
--Rules and standards 
established so that 
children progress at own 
rate by self-correction 
and self-direction 
--Constant 11 eiroulation 
among group:;~" by teacher 
supervising and maintain-
ing standards ~ 
0' 
LANGUAGE - LEVEL 
~ 
LANGUAGE {Written): 
A. How did you organize your class for lirftten language? 
1. Number of groups 
2. Levels of texts used 
3. Criteria used in grouping 
4• Do grouping patterns change with various activities? 
a. Regrouping and flexibility 
LANGUAGE (Oral) : 
B. What are your ranges of ability in oral language? 
1. Poor speakers 
2. Verbally glib 
3. Speech problems 
4· What do yeu do about these? 
....... 
LANGUAGE LEVEL 
. 
·:{1) 
--Has all children 
work on same lesson 
taking same amount 
of work 
' 
--Has one or two 
permanent groups 
(small group of 
low achievers 
being-eonsiaered 
second group) 
. 
--assigns addi~ional 
homework to slow 
hildr. .l> .. ~ - '. • c en , , <. 
,...l l ":' 
--Uses ~tan4a;,a. 
text for all 
children 
--Keeps slow chil~ 
dren after school, 
or gives help dur-
ing recess and 
lunch periods 
-
(2) {3) __ (4) 
--Has two level group---Has three level 
ing for selected grouping 
language activities 
--Uses text of grade 
and/or {workbook) 
and supplementraz-y 
work sheets , 
--Has slow children 
in same text but 
work on less 
difficult pages,_ 
--Provides some drill 
instruction for 
slow group 
--Has bright children 
take on extra 
assignments of the 
same nature 
--Uses three level 
assignments and 
supplementary 
materials 
--Adjusts learning 
load for slow 
learners, have 
shorter assign-
ments 
--Xdjusts amount~ 
of practice and 
drill for bright 
children to insure 
mastery 
--Avoids unnecessary 
amounts of prac~ice 
for bright group 
--Grouping lightly 
flexible 
--Groups each child 
according to his level, 
according to needs and 
the nature of the learn-
ing task in:(written 
language activities) 
--Outlining and/or 
Notetaking 
--Grammar and Usage 
--Mechanics of Writing 
--Proofreading 
--Creative Writing 
7~Written Reports 
--Provisions for in-
dividual instruc-
tion and help in: 
(oral language 
activities): 
--Conversation and 
discussion 
--Oral reporting 
--Choral speaking 
--Dramatized activi-
ties 
--Other oral creative 
language activities/ 
sometimes relating to 
other subject areas 
_, 
...!> 
CD 
LANGUAGE - PROGRESS RATE 
r---... 
a. How are the oral and written skills taught? 
1. Materials 
a. What and where derived? 
2. Methods of providin~ practice? 
3. What do you do for those who complete assigned work e~ly? 
4. How do you provide for children who are slow or do not finish 
assignment? 
I ,.~• 
"" 
,.._.. 
LANGUAGE - PROGRESS RATE 
. (J._L_ {2) (3) _<4> 
--Has all children 
in class~study same 
language lesson, do 
same amount of work 
• 
--Teacher con£rols 
progress of all 
children ' ·-
--Has children who 
finish early ~ake, 
out other work 
(in oth~r.subject) 
- 4 
--Some bhildr_en,. ,_,. 
never complet~ work" 
assigned 
--Has children-who 
finish early do 
additional assign-
ment, same level of 
difficulty ~or~-extra 
practice and drill 
--Has all children 
work on same lesson 
with several slow 
children receiving 
extra work or 
further teacher 
explanation and 
drill 
::-Gives supplemen-· 
tary workbooks ~d 
skills material to 
bright children wno 
finish language 
Jl.l 
assignment sooner 
than others 
~-Gives seatterea' 
practices in skills 
learning throughout 
fhe year, as sugges-
f.~d in teaeher's~ 
manual -
:~commercially-m;d~ 
usage grammar and 
mechanics of writing 
worksheets used 
incidentally, by 
treacher ~· -
--Individual pro- · 
gress not encouraged 
--Adjusts learning load 
of slow children 
--Has bright children 
progress through skills 
work at ow.n individual 
ra~es 
--Gives more skills 
pra.ctice to slow, less 
to bright 
--Has average ab4ldren 
do regular assigned work, 
gives extra self-directing 
assignments when possible, 
teacher controls individ-
ual's progress · 
--Teacher allows'bright' 
children to progress at 
ow.n rate in creative 
activities through per-
sonal notebook for 
stories,play,poems,etc. 
--Children keep per-
sonal attainment 
charts or records in 
skills learning ac-
tivities and creative 
lang.-related work 
--Children keep per-
sonal record of oral 
~d written language 
difficulties 
--Children move from 
easy to more diffi-
cult skills learning 
according to indivi-
dual's progress and 
mastery 
--Skills learning 
work based on self-
direction and self-
correction whenever 
possible and with 
all groups 
--After children com-
plete skills instruc-
tion program, empha-
--Teacher controls progress sis placed on putting 
of slow children.on~y , · skills learned to 
' use in related 
--Teacher utilizes short language activities 
term assignments-of 3•day --Stress high stand-
or one week's duration for ards of legibility 
average children; allows and neatness,papers 
day-to-day progress for below teacher-made 
this group until short-term standards are copied 
assignment is completed over 
....,l, 
1\) 
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LANGUAGE - SPECIAL WEAKNESS 
-
D. What are the weaknesses of your poor speakers? 
1. Oral skills 
a. Pronunciation 
b. Enunciation 
c. Pitch 
d. Quality 
E. How do you provide opportunities for improving weaknesses? 
1. Materials for practice 
2. Grouping 
a. Instructional Skills 
{l) Discussing 
(2) Reporting 
( 3) Dramatization (4) Play reading 
(5') Choral speaking 
(6), Specialties 
F. What kinds 9f writing practices do you have your youngsters do to improve 
their writi~~ skills? 8. Poems 
1. Letter writing 9. Plays 
2. Outli~ing 10. Grammar 
3 .. Note. ··u~k:ing 11. Usage 
4· Paragraphing 12. Capitalization 
5. Repor-tiirtg 13. Punctuation 
6. Organization 14. Mechanics of writing 
1· Stories 
-
15. Proof ... reading •• 
- --
LANGUAGE - SPECI4L NEEDS 
(1) 
--Has ail children 
do exercises in 
language skills, 
regardless of need 
--High and average 
achievers show no 
evidences of weak-
nesses 
--Teacher gives 
occasional individ-
ual help to slow 
childre:p.., when and 
if extra time is 
availab~e 
--No ad:justment of 
materials for slow 
children ' 
--Aware~of one o~ 
two types of weak-
nesses, uses extra 
worksheets 
--Follows language 
text elosely,gives 
same amount and kind 
of prae~ice as given 
in manual 
--No planned program 
to teaeh to any 
weaknesses 
'-
(2) 
--Scattered, incid-
ental practice given 
te correct needs 
=~Gives all children 
in groups skills 
practice, whether 
they need it or not 
--Uses extra work-
~heets for capital-
ization, punctuation, 
I I 
usage, etc. 
'!'"-.."" '.! 
~ives weakness in-
struction for oniy 
part of year 
--Assigns homework 
to slow learners 
':'"'-Adjusts work level: 
for slow learners 
() 
( 3) ___ ______lli_) 
--Children assigned 
to groups according 
to reading ability 
and special skills 
needs 
--Children in aver-
e.g~ and low groups 
taught directly by 
teacher 
--Does weakness 
corrections in 
small groups, when 
need arises 
--Makes material for 
special skills in-
struction 
--Adapts commercial 
material, packaged 
according to each 
skill 
-·Progress record 
kept by each child 
-\:~4;~~.;-
--Knows weaknesses of 
each group for each 
language skill, has 
planned program to 
overcome weaknesses 
--Gives systematic, 
intensive instruc~ 
tion in small groups 
to overcome weaknesses 
--Regardless of skills 
weakness, children work 
in small groups, 
advance at own rate 
--Grouping is-flexible, 
move in and out of 
group according to 
need and progress 
--Gives special weak-
ness instruction in 
organized program, 
continues throughout 
year 
~ 
[\) 
[\) 
LANGUAGE - SELF-DIRECTION 
/""'oo. 
G. What types of assignments do children work at in language? 
1. Self-directing 
a. Play writing 
bo Usage practice 
2. Self-correcting 
a. Proof-reading 
3. Creative assignments 
a. Play writing 
b. Dramatization 
c. Poetry writing 
'..ilfll' 
LANGUAGE - SELF-DIRECTION 
{1) (2) (3) (4) 
--Each ;Language 
lesson taught 
by teacher 
--All langu~ge, work, 
tests and daily 
work corrected by 
teacher 
--Children work alone 
on assignments; 
teacher corrects 
individual work 
--Has bright chil-
dren keep record 
of progress and 
mastery 
--Allows bright 
children to work 
together on some 
assignments with-
out her· leading 
activity 
--Allows for limited 
self-direction on 
day-to-day basis 
--Allows bright 
children maximum 
utilization of 
self-direction 
on unlimited 
lJasis 
--Plans language 
program for many 
self-directing 
assignments for 
high achievers 
in both skills 
and creative 
assignments 
' 
--Teacher has highly-
organized program 
of creative lang-
l,l.age activities 
for bright children 
--Teacher makes avail-
able materials for 
independent reading 
gf plays, poems, 
etc. 
--Teacher has high-
ly organized 
creative language 
activities for 
children of all 
groups 
--Has children keep 
personal lists of 
misspelled words 
--Allows children to 
undertake creative 
individual and 
small group assign-
ments in writing 
stories, plays, 
poems, etc. 
--Has small group 
projects for all 
groups character-
ized by occasional 
teacher check and 
constant circula-
ting among groups 
supervising and 
maintaining 
standards 
...:. 
1\) 
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LANGUAGE - ENRICHMENT 
-
H. Haw do you transrer the writing skills rrom the language class to the 
content sub~ects such as Social Studies or Science? 
I. How do you transrer oral skills to other curriculum areas? 
1. How do you provide ror stimulating and interesting children in 
creative language enterprises? 
a. Reading to them 
b. Choral speaking 
c. Play reading 
d. Play production 
e. Creative writing 
r. Listening activities 
g. Discussion techniques 
h. Sharing, planning, thinking s~ills 
'-""' 
LANGUAGE ENRICHMENT 
(1) 
--Teacher reads 
occasionally 
to children 
(2}_ {3) . (4.) - . -
--Has choral speak-
ing, play reading 
practice planned 
occasionally for 
special events 
and holidays 
--Teacher-Directed 
planned program of: 
--Choral speaking 
-::-flay reading 
--Creative writing 
material shared 
--Teacher has planned by class 
program for reading -Listening activi-
selected materials ties 
to children -Spontaneous 
--Teacher has inde-
pendent language 
program for bright 
children. 
----------------r-~~--
dramatization 
--Uses discussion 
techniques in 
relation to 
content subject 
material for 
sharing, planning, 
thinking skills 
and evaluations 
--Other planned 
·enrichment 
activities for 
bright and 
average children 
--Two or three of 
these activities 
!iake place at 
least once a week 
--Planned program 
of enrichment 
activities (see 
column 3) , with 
children of all 
groups participa-
ting, with 
evidences of 
these activities 
having major part · 
in language pro-
gram; i.e.,two or 
three language 
periods per week 
devoted to these 
activities 
-!. 
1\) 
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SOCIAL STUDIES - LEVEL 
,.........._ 
A. How is your Social Studies Program organized? 
1. Number of groups 
B. What materials are available in yeur classroom? 
1. Basal text 
2. Supplementary materials 
3. Multi-texts 
'-..__/ 
SOCIAL STUDIES LEVEL 
~ 
(1) 
--All children work 
on s~e lesson 
taking same amount 
of work 
--One or t~o perman-
ent groups (small 
group of low 
achievers being 
considered second 
group), 
--Assigris additional 
homework to slow 
children 
--Use standard text 
for all children· 
--Keep slow children 
after' school or 
give help during 
recess and lunch 
periods 
......_, 
(2) (3) {4) 
--Two level group-
ing for selected 
social studies 
activities 
--Use text of grade 
and workbook 
Three level 
grouping 
--Use three level 
assignments, 
different texts 
~hen possible, 
and supplemen-
tary materials --All children have 
one standard text on 
which the social --Learning load 
studies instruction adjusted for slow 
is based; supplemen- learners, have 
tary texts used shorter assign-
occasionally, menta 
incidentally 
--Slow children have 
same text, but do 
lesser amount of 
work 
' ' 
--some drill instruc-
tion provided slow 
group 
--Amount of practice 
and drill adjusted 
for bright children 
to insure mastery 
--Bright children take 
on extra assignments 
of the same nature 
--Grouping highly 
flexible 
--Each child grouped 
according to his 
level according to 
needs and the 
nature of the 
learning task 
--For skills instruc-
tion in social 
studies children 
grouped in different 
patterns in 
-vocabulary needs 
-comprehension in 
text materials 
-map and chart reading 
and interpretation 
-research skills 
--Learning activities for 
low achievers adjusted 
for reading and reten-
tion 
--High achievers given 
assignments to give 
breadth and depth to 
social studies program 
including 
-special research pro-
jects 
-assigned supplementary ~ 
reading ~ 
-problem solving involv-
~-- --~·~--~ ~~~ 
SOCIAL STUDIES - PROGRESS RATE 
..,.......... 
c. How are assignments made in relation to the groups? 
1. Study guides 
2. . Pupil-team instruction 
D. Acknowledging that some will finish Social Studies assignments faster 
than otheps, what do you do when this occurs? 
1. Specialties 
2. Independent or specialized reading 
3. Elaborative thinking 
4· C~itieal thinking 
5. Advanced text 
6. Projects 
......_ 
SOCIAL STUD~ES - PROGRESS RATE 
(1) (2_)__ (3) - - --- - - --- ---~·· - J4) 
--All children in 
class study same 
social studies 
lesson, do same 
amount o:f work 
--Teacher controls 
progress _o:f all 
children 
--Children who finish 
early take out" worlt 
(in other sub.jeat) 
t 
r -: l ~.~.. :r • 
--Some children never 
complete work·· as-· 
signed 
--Childrenwho'finish 
early do additional 
assignment, same 
level of ~diffrculty 
for extra practice 
--All children work 
on same lesson 
with several slow 
children receiving 
extra help in 
drill for factual 
retention, further 
explanation of con-
cepts, etc., or 
special help with 
reading the social 
studies materfal· 
--Additional readi~ 
assignments gi~en 
to bright ohilaren, 
either assigned'or 
11 encouraged"-occa-
sionally checked, 
by teacher 
~-Scattered prac~~~es 
+n skills learritipg 
given throughou~ 
the year as sugges-
ted in teacher's 
manual or in other 
material 
--Commercially-made 
map, work sheets 
used incidentally 
by teacher 
·-Learning ~oad ot 
children adjusted 
--Average children do 
regular assigned 
work, given extra · 
self-directing as-
signments when pos-
sible, teacher 
controls indiv;td- .. 
l.;lal 's progress· 
~ . ' 
--Teacher prepares ·: 
extra lessons for 
bright for adding 
more difficult tasks 
to the social studies 
program for enrich-
ing and challenging 
~ocial studies: _ ·..,. 
content · 
-•Teacher controls 
progress of slow· 
9hildren only • · , 
--Teacher utilize~ . 
short term assign-··· 
fuents o~ three-da~ or 
Qne-week•s duration 
for average children; 
allows day-to-day 
interrupted progress 
tor this group until 
short term assignment 
is completed 
--ahildren keep person-
al attainment charts 
for special research 
projects, reports. 
extra reading and ac-
tivities completed in 
social studies program 
beyond regularly 
assigned work 
--High achievers given 
both long and short 
special assignments 9 
individual in nature, 
closely related to 
social studies content 
as current events 
materials 
--Ohi~dren move from easy 
to more difficult 
social studie$ skills 
le~ning according to 
individual progress 
an~ mastery 
!.. ':. .~ 
-~Content assignments 
for both high end 
average achievers 
based on self-
direction and self-
correction whenever 
possible 
...1oo 
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SOCIAL STUDIES - SPECIAL WEAKNESS 
E. Do you feel that the materials available to you serve the needs of the slow? 
1. How do you supplem~nt these? 
2. How do you adapt the materials to the needs of this group? 
F. Do you feel that the materials available to you serve the needs of the 
average? 
1. How de you adapt the materials to the needs of this group? 
2. How do you supplement? 
' 
G. Do you feel that the materials available to you serve the needs of the high 
achievers? 
1. How do you adapt materials for the needs of this group? 
2. How do you supplement? 
a. Specialties 
(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
~~~ 
How many, how often 
Alone or in groups? 
Name of last specialty, name of specialties now in planning stage? 
Planned activities at the end of units? 
What use is made of local resources? 
H. Have you noticed any specific needs in instruction in: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4· 
Map reading? 
Factual retension? 
Understandings of Time and Distance 
Geographical locations? 
( 
( What have you 
( done about it? 
( 
........., 
SOCIAL STUDIES - SPECIAL NEEDS 
(1) 
--All children do 
exercises-in social 
studies skills~ 
regardless of need 
--High and ave~age 
achievers show·no 
evidences of weak-
nesses 
--Teacher gives occa-
sional inaiviaual 
help to slow children 
when and if extra time 
is available 
--No adjustment of 
materials for slow 
children 
--Aware of one or two 
types of weaknesses, 
uses extra worksheets 
--Follows social studies 
text closely, gives 
same amount and kind 
of materials as sugges-
ted in text and manual 
--No planned program to 
teach to any weaknesses 
(2) 
--Scattered, inci-
dental practice 
given to correct 
needs 
--All children in 
groups receive 
skills practice, 
whether they need 
it or not 
--Uses extra work-
sheets for map 
skills, etc. 
--Weakness instruc-
tion given for 
on.:!-y part of year 
--Homework assigned 
slow learners 
--Work load adjusted 
for slow learners 
(3) 
-~Children assigned 
to groups according 
to achievement 
level, reading 
ability, and spec-
ial skills needs 
--Children in average 
and low groups 
taught directly by 
teacher 
--Weakness corrections 
done in small groups 
when need arises 
~ ! --~aterials for spec-
ial skills instruc-
tion made by 
teacher 
--Commercial material 
adapted by teacher, 
packaged according 
to each skill 
(4) 
--Multi-sensory aids 
and illustrative 
material used by 
teacher to teach new 
concepts and under-
standings to average 
and low groups 
--Knows weaknesses of 
each group for each 
social studies skill, 
has planned program 
to overcome weakness-
es 
--Systematic, intensive 
instruction given in 
small groups to over-
come weaknesses 
--Regardless of skill 
weakness, children 
work in small groups, 
advance at own rate 
--Grouping is flexible, 
move in and out of 
group according to 
need and progress 
--Special weakness in-
struction given in 
organized program, 
continues through-
out year 
-.:!0 
"-'"' 1\) 
SOCIAL STUDIES - SELF-DIRECTION 
I. How often do yeu use: 
1. Oral presentation by 
teacher? 
2. Varied assignments? 
3. Paired practice or team 
4· 
5. 
learning? 
Preliminary vecabulary drill? 
Questions to guide reading? 
6. Simple Study Guides - for each unit? 
When was the last time you 
used the practice? 
It 
It 
" 
-It 
-1t 
....._ 
SOCIAL STUDIES - SELF-DIRECTION 
{1) 
~ 
--Each socl~l studies 
lesson taught by 
teacher 
--All social s~udies 
work, tests, and 
daily work corrected 
by teacher 
--Children work alone 
on assignriients; 
teacher corre~s~ 
individual work 
(2) 
--Bright children 
keep record o:f' 
o:f' progress and 
mastery 
--Teacher allows," "' 
bright children 
to work togeth~r 
on some assign-
ments without her 
leading activity 
--Teachers allows 
for limited self-
direction on 
day-to-day basis 
--Teacher chooses 
research and 
related reading 
material for each 
child 
i' 
(3) -- (4) 
--Bright children 
allowed maximum 
utilization of 
self-direction 
on unlimited 
basis 
--Social studies pro-
grSJ!l planned for 
many self-directive 
assignments for 
nigh achievers; i.e. 
special projects, 
reports, research~ 
assignments 
--Teacher has highly 
organized prog~am 
pf pupil speci~l­
ties for bright 
children 
--Teacher makes avail-
able materials for 
independent study 
from experience and 
sources she feels 
children enjoy 
--Teacher has highly-
organized program 
of pupil special-
ties for both bright 
and average children 
--Children keep person-
al social studies 
vocabulary lists, 
allows children to 
choose independent 
reading and research 
materials; encourages 
use of out-of-school 
resources 
--Bulletin boards and 
other audio-visual 
displays are set up 
by children, and 
are result of 
children's work 
--Small group projects 
for all groups 
characterized by 
occasional teacher 
check and constant 
circulating among 
groups, supervising 
and maintaining 
standards 
-lo 
VJ 
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SOCIAL STUDIES - ENRICHMENT 
J. How do you $nrich your Social Studies Program? 
. 
1. Motivational discussion 
2. Movies 
3. Slides 
-. 
4~ Specialties 
5. Dramatics in relation to Social Studies 
6. Exhibits 
a. What kind, how often? 
7• Bulletin Boards 
a. How pertinent to Social Studies? How often do you change them? 
8. Field trips 
9. Cl~ssroom visitors in relation to Social Studies 
SOCIAL STUpiES - ENRICHMENT 
(1) 
- ------- - _li;_)__~~---- ----~ - ~-- - _(3j_ -- -- --- -- (4) 
--Teacher reads 
occasionally 
to children 
--Teacher uses 
travel~\and study 
background to 
enrich lessons in 
unplanned, inciden-
tal manner 
--Movies,- records, 
and other multi-
sensory aids 
used by teacheJ;> 
occasionally fo.r 
special events 
and holidays 1~" "' 
' 
--Teacher has plann~d 
pr0gram for read-
ing selected 
materials to 
children 
--Teacher has enrich-
ment activities 
for bright children 
occasionally 
--Teacher-directed 
planned program 
of': 
-listening activities 
-tape recordings, 
records 
-special reports 
-spontaneous drama-
tization 
-role playing 
--Uses discussion 
techniques in 
relation to social 
studies for sharing, 
planning, thinking 
skills and evalua-
tions 
--Pupil specialties 
--Special projects 
and reports 
--Other planned en-
richment activities 
for bright and 
average children 
--Two or three of' 
these activities 
take place at least 
once a week 
--Planned program of 
enrichment activities 
(see column 3) with 
children of' all 
groups participating, 
with evidences of' 
·these activities 
having major part 
in language program, 
i.e., two or three 
social studies 
periods per week 
devoted to these 
activities 
-loo 
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ARITHMf.ilTIC: 
A. Would you describe how your class is organized for arithmetic? 
1. Groups 
2. Pairs or threes 
ARITl!MEriO LEVEL 
... 
(lJ 
--Has one or two 
permanent groups 
(small groups of 
low a~hievers 
being consi~ered 
second grou:P), · ~~ 
--Has a!l children 
work on same lesson 
taking same amount 
of work 
--Assigns additional 
homework to slow 
children l 
--Uses one level text 
for all children 
--Keeps slow children 
after'·school, or 
gives~help during 
recess and lunch 
periods ' 
(2) 
--Uses two level 
grouping 
--Uses text of 6rade (and workbook) ~,. 
--Gives slow chil-
dren same text, 
but works on less 
difficult pages 
--Provides s ome,"'dr.ill 
instruction tQ 
slow group 
--Teac:Q.er drill's 
computation 
facts 
--Teacher introduces 
each new process 
(3) (4) 
--Provides three 
level grouping 
--Uses three level 
texts and 
supplementary 
materials 
--Adjusts learning 
ioad tor slow 
1earners, have 
shorter assign-
ments 
--Adjusts amount of 
practice and drill 
for bright 
children to insure 
:mastery 
--Avoids unnecessary 
amounts of prac-
tices for bright 
group 
•-Adapts text for 
high, average and 
low children 
--Groups according 
to individual 
progress 
--Groups each child 
according to his 
level, groups are 
highly flexible 
according to needs 
and nature of the 
learning tasks 
--Groups children 
according to nature 
of learning·task,i.e. 
groups may vary for 
computation, problem 
solving, mental 
arithmetic, enrich-
ment 
--high achievers reach 
instructional level; 
for some children 
this will mean using 
a text of an advanced 
grade level 
--low children work with 
materials and concepts 
on individual instruc-
tional levels regard-
less of grade in which 
they are enrolled 
--!. 
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ARITHMETIC - PROGRESS RATE 
B. Where in terms of the text are the groups working? 
c. What determines whether or not they may move ahead? 
D. What happens when a group finishes the text of the grade? 
ARITHMETIC - PROGRESS RATE 
(1) 
--All children in 
class study same 
arithmetic 
lessol;l 
.. 
--Teacher c6n~rols 
progress of all 
children ~ ... ~. 
l 
--Children who fin-
ish early-~ake~o~t 
other work (in ' -
other subjeQ~) 1. 
--Some children 
never complete 
work assig~ed 
--Children who~fin­
ish early do 
additional assign-
ment, same level 
of difficulty for 
extra drill 
(2) 
--Has all children 
work on same 
lesson with 
several slow 
children receiv-
ing extra help 
--Teacher-led flash 
card drill on. weak 
combinations for 
slow children 
--Teacher assigns 
supplementary 
arithmetic text 
and workbook 
lessons for slow 
{3) (4J -
--Bright children 
progr.ess through 
text at own rate 
~-Average children 
progress through 
text with teachers 
controlling over 
all progress 
--Keeps slow 
children together 
on a~s'ignm.ents, 
teacher intro-
duces new work 
yet allows for 
individual progress 
rate in practice 
and drill situations 
--Teacher utilizes 
short term assign-
ments of three-day, 
one-week and two 
weeks duration for 
average children, 
allows day-to-day 
uninterrupted 
progress for this 
group until the 
short term assign-
ment is completed 
--After children com-
plete text of grade, 
move to more advanced 
work or to text of 
next grade 
--Children keep record 
of unknown combina-
tions, add and delete 
as they progress 
--High mastery and 
retention required 
before children 
allowed to advance 
to other arithmetic 
assignments · 
--Teacher keeps 
of all tests 
record 
--High standards of 
legibility and neat-
ness stressed. Papers 
below teacher-made 
standards are copied 
over 
~ g 
ARITHMETIC - SPECIAL WEAKNESS 
E. What are the difficulties which you have noticed with your slow group? 
1. How did you discover these? 
2. What have you done about them? 
F. What are the difficulties which you have noticed with your average group? 
1. How did you discover these? 
2. What have you dane about them? 
G. What are the difficulties which you have noticed with your fast group? 
1. How did you discover these? 
2. What have you done about them? 
'----"' 
ARITHMETIC - SPECIAL NEEDS 
( 1 ) < 2} _ ~ -~ _ __ • < 3 ) _ ~ _ _ _ _ _ _____ C4l 
--High and average 
achievers show no 
evidences of weak-
nesses 
--No special weakhess 
provisions necessary 
for high and average 
group 
--Scattered, in-
cidental practice 
given to correct 
needs 
--Records of pupil 
progress not kept. 
--All children in 
, group receive 
--Teacher gives occasion- skills practice, 
al inaividual help to whether they need 
slow children, when it or not ': 
and if extra time is 
\... " ,. 
available 
., 
I 
--No special materials 
used with'siew ' 
children "'' 
--Uses supplementary 
~ ' text or work bqpk 
for added practice 
problems 
--First month of " .... 
--Aware of one or two school year, all 
types of weaknesses, children do same 
uses extra wo~k~h~~~~. work in review~ . 
, , , are then grouped 
--Follows arithmetic 
text closely, ,gives 
same amount' ana kind 
of practice as given 
in manual 
--Slow children take 
less practice than 
others 
--Homework assigned 
--All arithmetic pboblems slow learners 
and computati0ns on each 
page completed before 
moving on to next page 
--Children assigned 
into groups ac-
cording to 
individual mastery 
rate and special 
skills needs 
--Children in average 
and low group taught 
concepts, under-
standings and skills 
Qy teacher directly 
--Skills weakness 
correction done in 
small groups when 
need arises 
--Materials for skills 
instruction made by 
teacher 
--Commercial material 
adapted by teacher, 
packaged according 
to each skill 
--Multi-sensory aids 
and illustrative 
material used by 
teacher to teach 
new concepts and 
understandings to 
average and low 
group 
--Teacher knows 
weaknesses of each 
group, has planned 
program to overcome 
weaknesses 
--Intensive practice 
material given to 
fix particular 
skills 
--Regardless of 
skill weakness, 
children work in 
small groups, 
advance at own rate 
--Progress records kept 
by each child 
--Grouping is flex-
ible, move in and 
out of group accord-
ing to need and 
progress 
--Skills weakness 
instruction given in 
organized program, 
continues throughout 
year 
....!. 
-fu 
ARITHMETIC - SELF-DIRECTION 
H. Do the groups change? Why? 
1. Illness 
2. Change of rate on the part of the partners 
I. What kind of service do the top achievers need? 
J. What kind of service do the average achievers need? 
K. What kind of service do the slow achievers need? 
L. What indication have you that your class is mastering the work? 
M. How do you broaden the experiences of children in arithmetic? 
..------.. 
ARITHMETIC SELF-DIRECTION 
'(1) 
--Each arithmetic 
lesson taught 
by teacher 
--All ari thine tie 
work, test~ and 
daily work 
corrected,b-y , 
teacher 
--Children work 
alone on 
arithemtic --
assignments; 
teacher corrects 
individual work 
{2) 
--Bright children 
keep record of 
progress and 
mastery 
--Teacher allows 
bright children 
to work togethe~ 
on some assign-
ments without her 
leading activit~ 
--Teacher allows for 
limited self-
direction on 
day-to-day basis 
{3) UtJ 
--Bright children 
allowed to 
utilize self-
direction on 
unlimited basis 
--Bright children 
'allowed to utilize 
S;&elf-correction 
and give mutual 
aid 
--Both high and 
average groups 
allowed to work 
~n small team 
activities for 
practice and 
drill 
--Teacher allows 
self -directing, 
assignments· on 
week-long basis 
--Each child keeps 
personal record 
of attainments 
and weakness 
corrections 
--Teacher supervises 
and checks indi-
vidual progress 
and mastery; 
circulates among 
groups, gives help 
when and where 
needed 
--Ar~thmetic program 
characterized by 
small team and 
independent learn-
ing act! vi ties 
--Teacher uses self-
directing sequential 
lessons to correct 
Spelling difficulties 
--Rules and standards 
established so that 
children progress at 
own rate by self-
·do;rrection and self-
<J.i;rection 
--Both average and bright _ 
children allowed to + 
utilize self-correction + 
J'l'rin o-ivA mutuR1 aid 
The rating seale manual which constitutes, in part, the 
purpose of this study was used to rate the services of fifty 
additional teachers. Unlike the previous ratings reported in 
this study, these ratings were completed by having each· 
teacher rated through the interview technique by two differ~ 
ent pe0ple in two separate interviews. The interviews varied 
~rom forty minutes to an hour and the total rating of the 
fifty teachers on two separate interviews involved fourteen 
raters. The raters included persons who had been involved in 
the laboratory class, the research supervisors, members of 
the Boston University faculty, the elementary principals of 
Dedham, and the writer. The reliability of the two separate 
ratings are reported in Chapter v. 
1~ 
CHAPTER V 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
The purpose of this study was to build a scale to rate 
teaching service t0 children in grades four, five and six. 
The criteria on which the scale is based are teacher's 
provisions for the learning needs of children; namely, (l) 
provision for levels or ability, (2} differing progress rates, 
{3) special weakness needs, (4) self-direction, and (5} 
enrichment. The subjects rated were: reading, spe~ling, 
language arts, social studies and arithmetic. A four-point 
scale was used to rate each or the criterion for each of the 
five subjects. Service ratings used were (l) uniform 
instruction, {2} incidental, or minor service, {3) partial 
service, several additions to be made, and (4} major service, 
few additions to be made. 
In addition to the initial construction of the scale, 
tryouts and revisions were accomplished. 
The second purpose of this study was to determine the 
reliability and validity of the rating scale. The reliability 
of the scale is explained: (l) More than one rater using the 
same interview with the same teacher but with each rating 
in~ependently, and (2) two people rating the same teacher but 
with each of the people interviewing her on separate occasions. 
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The validity of the rating scale was explored in attempting 
to find what relationship exists between the ratings merited 
by the teacher's and the pupil's achievement as measured by 
standardized tests. 
Reliability 
The reliability of the rating scale was checked in two 
different ways. They were: 
1. To determine the relationship of two or more raters 
using the scale to rate the teacher's service from the same 
interviewo One rater conducted the interview but each rated 
independently. 
2. To determine the relationship of two raters when 
they both rate the same teacher, but each interview the teach-
er and rate her on different occasions. The two occasions 
were within a one-to-two-week period. 
The results of the two methods used to determine the 
reliability of the rating scale follow: 
Procedure One: Two Raters - Same Interview 
Seventy teachers were rated consisting of forty-six 
fourth, fifth and sixtb grade teachers in Dedham and fourteen 
fifth grade teachers in Wellesley during the school year 1957-
1958 and 1958-1959. They were rated by two or more people 
using the same interview with one person conducting the inter-
view but each rated independently. The following table shows 
this reliability: The reliability was determined by using 
the Pearson Product Moment Correlation formula given below: 
,tx •y• 
N 
r=--------(<1" X) ( 0" Y) 
Table 3. Relationship of .Teacher Ratings by Two 
Different Raters; Same Interview 
R 
a 
t 
e 
r 
B 
Rater f ater A 
·~ 22 I?~ :>R _·:n [~JL 1~7 ll.O lt3 2h 27 30 33 136 39 U.2 ltl) 76 -78 
73 75 
70 72 
67 69 
.6!L . ·66 
61 6':\ 
'r:;a 6o -
i ~r:; t:;? 
I ~2 ,r:;!J_ 
b.9 '51 
~!!.6 !L8 
143 lt.'5 1 
1!1.0 JJ.2 1 1 
37 39 1 
34 36 2 
31 33 2 1 
28 30 1 1 1 
21) 27 
22 24 1 
N = 70 
r=--------(o-X) ( a-Y) 
r= .93 
lt6 ~9 1)2 ~., ~8 61 ~h 
!.t8 51 54 ~7 60 63 66 
2 
1 
1 1 3 1 
1 1 2 3 
1 2 2 2 2 
2 1 1 
1 1 
2 
6_7 7_0 Tl rt6 
b9 72 7'5 ~8 
1 1 ,,, 
., 1 11 ..!. 
1 1 1 w. 
1 
1 1 
1 
2 1 
The coefficient of correlation of .93 in the table 
appears high; however, it should be remembered that the 
raters were well-trained in the use of the criteria and, 
in one-half of the cases, the service rated was at or near 
the bottom of the scale. 
Table four shm'ls the distribution of scores which the 
teachers received in the 1958-1959 school year with both 
ratings from the same interview. 
Table 4. Distribution of Teacher Ratings 
1958 - 1959 
Intervals First Rater Second Rater (1) {2) {3) 
75 - 79 8 4 
70 
- 74 ~ 7 65 - 69 8 
60 - 64 11 8 
55 - 59 9 11 50 ... 54 6 11 
45 - 49 3 1 
40- 44 3 2 35 - 39 2 g 30 - 34 6 
.25 - 29 2 2 
20 - 24 1 
N 63 63 
M 55.25 55.89 
S.D. 14.25 13.95 
The mean score for the first rater was 55.25 with a 
standard deviation of 14.25. The mean score of the second 
rater was 55.89 with a standard deviation of 13.95. 
A distribution of the differences in the rating scores 
of the two raters on the same interview is given in table 
five. 
Table 5. 
Diff'. 
(1) 
13 
12 
11 
10 
9 
8 
7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
0 
N 
Md 
Distribution of Differences of Teacher Rating 
With Each Rater Using the Same Interview 
F. 
--------------------------------~<~21-
1 
2 
1 
2 
6 
6 
13 
13 
11 
8 
63 
2.90 
In the differences in teacher ratings, two raters, same 
interview, the mean difference is 2.90. 
Procedure Two: Two Raters - Different Interviews 
For a second check 'on the reliability of the rating 
scale, two people rated the same teacher bu~ each inter-
viewed the teacher on separate occasions. The two raters 
interviewed the teachers within a twQ•week period of tmm~. 
~ . .; ~ ('.:. 
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The following table shows the .reliability of the two 
raters on separate interviews: 
Table 6: Relationship of Teacher Ratings.by Two 
Raters, Different Interviews, 1959~1960 
.. 
' 
30- 35- 40- 45- 50- 55- 60- 65- 70- 75- 80-
.I .34 39 44 49 54 59 64 69 74 79 84 
I 1' 
I I 
•. 
I 
80-84 I 
7>5-79 
' ! 1 1 2 1 1 
R 70-74 
A 65-69 2 2 3 1 
T 
-· ' 
N 60-64- 2 h 2 
-
R 
55-59 1 .. Lt.. 3 
B 50-54 1 2 2 1 
45-49 2 4 
" 
40-4~ 1 1 
35-39 1 1 
30-34' 1 2 1 
N 50 
-ix 'Y' - ( c;x:) ( cy) 
N 
r= 
(G"X)(o-Y) 
' r=.90 
The co.efficient of correlation for two raters, different 
interviews, and rating fifty teachers is .9~. 
Table seven shows the distribution of scores teachers 
received on the rating interviews in the 1959-1960 school 
year when each teacher was rated by two raters on separate 
interviews. 
Table 7. Distribution of Teacher Ratings, 1959-1960 
Intervals 
(1) 
79-81 
76P">78 
73-75 
70-72 
67-69 
64-66 
61-63 
58-60 
55~ 57 
52-54 
49-51 
46-48 
43-45 
40 ... 42 
37-39 
34 ... 36 
31-33 
28-30 
N 
M 
S.D. 
First Interview 
(2) 
4 
2 
~ 
3 
3 
! 
3 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
50 
56.0 
11.31 
Second Interview 
(3) 
2 
1 
2 
3 
1 
~ 
9 
2 
8 
2 
3 
2 
3 
2 
1 
50 
60.86 
12.06 
The mean for the first interview was 56.0 with a stand-
ard deviation of 11.31. The mean for the second interview 
was 60.86 with a standard deviation of 12.06. 
A distribution of the differences in the scores of the 
two raters on separate interviews is given in table eight. 
Table 8. Distribution of Differences in 
TeaCher Ratings, 1959·1960 
Diff. F. (1) (2) 
14 1 
13 
12 
ll 2 
10 
9 1 
8 1 
7 5 6 6 
5 li 
~ ~ 
2 8 
1 4 
0 2 
N 50 
Md 4.60 
The distribution of the differences in the scores of two 
raters using two separate interviews shows the mean differenc 
between the two raters to be 4.60. 
Reliability of Separate Subject Ratings 
In addition to the two previous tables showing total 
score results and comparisons, each of the subjects rated wer 
studied separately for mean deviations to discover whether or 
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not certain subjects are more difficult to rate than others. 
Separate subject rating differences are reported in the 
following table: 
Table 9. Separate Subject Rating Differences 
Spell- Lang- Social 
Dif'f. Reading ing uage Studies Arithmetic 
(1) (2) {3) <4> ($) (6) 
7 1 
6 1 1 
5 1 1 1 2 
4: 2 3 5 2 2 
3 10 8 4 7 8 
2 21 16 10 15 19 
1 11 8 20 14 14 
0 4 14 9 9 7 
-
N 50 50 50 50 50 
Md 2.04 1.22 1.68 1.38 1..68 
The mean differences in the separate subject ratings are 
slight, and neading appears as the most difficult subject to 
rate with a mean difference of 2.04 while ~palling appears to 
be the easiest to rate with a mean difference. of 1.22. 
Reliabilitz of the SeEarate Criteria Ratinss 
In each of the five subjects reported in the previous 
table there are five criteria rated in reading, language and 
social studies, and four factors rated in spelling and arith-
metic. Each of the factors rated were studied separately for 
mean deviations to discover whethe~ or not certain criteria 
are more difficult to rate. Separate criteria rating differ-
ences are reported in the following table: 
Table 10. Criteria Rating Differences from 
Two Raters on Separate Interviews 
Diff. (1) 
4 
3 
2 
l 
0 
N 
Md 
Level (2) 
7 
10.5 
138 
Progress 
Rate (3) 
8 
118 
124 
250 
.50 
Special· 
Weakness {4) 
13 
110 
127 
250 
.54 
Self 
Direction 
{5) 
15 
107 
128 
250 
.55 
Enrich-
ment (6) 
12 
63 
75 
Enrichment appears to be the more difficult to rate 
whereas level has the greater degree of agreement. 
VALIDITY OF THE RATING SCALE 
Change in Pupil Achievement 
One of the evidences of validity of this study is based 
on the hypothesis that pupil achievement would change as 
teacher practice improves. The following tables are 
presented as evidence of change in pupil achievement as re-
corded from administering form R of the Metropolitan 
Achievement Tests prior to the research and form S of the 
same tests at the close of the research year. The changes in 
pupil achievement are compared to teacher ratings. 
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. Table 11. Comparison of 1958 and 1959 Teacher Rating, 
Standard Score and Grade Equivalent Changes 
in Grade IV 
Teacher 
Rating (1) 
1958 
1959 
Change 
C. R. 
N -. Pupils 374 
N - Teachers 12 
30.33 
62.41 
32~08 
9.1,5 
Standard Grade 
Score Equivalent (2) (3) 
187.4 $..7 
188.4 5.7 
1.0 0 
.8 
The change in teacher service in grade four, apparently, 
made little measurable growth. 
Table 12. Comparison of 1958 and 1959 Teacher Rating, 
Standard Score and Grade Equivalent Changes 
in Grade V 
Teacher Standa-rd Grade 
Rating Score Equivalent (1) (2) (3) 
1958 29,.62 202.22 6.6 
1959 65.87 206.9 7.0 
Change 36.25 4.7 
·4 
C. Re 10.13 3.6 
N - Pupils 209 
N- Teachers 9 
The change in teacher service in grade five produced an 
average of four months growth for the 209 pupils. 
Table 13. Comparison of 1958 and 1959 Teacher Rating, 
Standard Score and Grade Equivalent Changes 
in Grade VI 
1958 
1959 
Change 
C. R. 
N - Pupils 300 
N - Teacher 14 
Teacher 
Rating 
(l) 
30.07 
62.14 
32.07 
11.88 
Standard 
Score (2) 
215.3 
218.7 
3·4 
2.6 
Grade 
Equivalent (3) . 
7.6 
8.2 
.6 
The change of teacher service in grade six produced an 
average of six months growth for the 300 pupils. 
Achievement Quotients vs. Teacher Ratings 
The mean total achievement scores for each of the inter-
mediate grade classrooms were divided by the mean intelligence 
quotient for each classroom, yielding an achievement quotient 
for each of the forty~seven classrooms. Table 14 shows the 
relationship between achievement quotient and teacher ratings 
for grades four, five and six combined for the 1958-1959 
school year. 
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Table 14. Relationship Between Pupil Achievement Gains 
(Divided by I. Q.) and Teacher Ratings 1958~1959 
e I. Q. e 
80- 90- 100- 110- 120- 130- 140- 150 ... 160 .. 170- 180"' 
89 99 109 119 129 139 149 159 169 179 18S 
. 
76- 3 1 J. 
78 
' 73-
75 
1 1 1 
A 
a 10- 1 H 72 
I -
E 67- 1 2 2 v 69 
E '· 
M 6~ ... E 6 ~ 1 1 l 1 1 1 1 
N 
T 61 ... 
~ 63 . 1 1 1 2 1 
G 58-
A 60 ·- 2 1 1 
I -
N 55- 1 2 1 1 1 1 s 57 .. 
52-
54 3 
lt9-
51 1 1 1 1 
46"'" 
4-8 1 
~ 
43"" 
45 1 
I 
N = ij.~ 
' Z X1Y1 
-
<cx)(Cy) 
N 
I r- (~X) (o-'Y} r = .20 
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The .20 correlation is slight, but low. 
Table 15. Relationship Between Achievement Quotient 
Gains and Teacher Rating, 1958 - 1959 
..... 
ACHIEVEMENT QUOTIENT GAINS 
~ 
X ~6. ~7 9 ~ l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ~ 0 0 0 0 ~ I~ 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 ~ ~ 8 9 0 1 2 13 61~ 8 9 0 1 2 
79-81 g._ 
76.-78 2 
1 .1 
,,• 
73,..75-· 1 1 T 70-72. 1 11 E 
A· 67 .. 69 1 [l 2 a 
H 64-66 1 1 2 1 
E 61-63 R 
:58-60 l l 1 2 
R 5:5-:57 tL l A 52~54 1 l T 
I 49~:51 1 1 l N 
' G 46 ... 48 
s 43-45 11 
. 
40-42 l 
37-39 1 1 
34-36 1 1 l . 
31-33 1 1 2 .. 
28-30 1 1 1 l 3 1 1 1 1 '1 _i .. 
" 25-27 2 '2 1 ... l 1 .... 
22 ... 24 1 
~ 
N - 61 . .. ~ ... (Ox)( Cy) ~ 
r = (a-x) (crx) 
-
,... 
.47 r = 
160 
The .47 correlation between Achievement Quotient Gains 
and Teacher Rating shows a positive relationship. 
! 
Table 16. Relationship Between Pupil Achievement Gains (Divided by I. Q.) and.Teacher Rating 1959 
ror Grade IV 
! 
I 
I 
' Pupil Rank Rank I Gains Order Order D2 Teacher Rating Quotient Ratings Pupil Ach. D (1) (2) (J) {~) <2> (6) <zr 
#1 77 1.21 1 6 5 25 
#2 76 1.17 2 8 6 36 
#3 70 .84 3 15 12 144 
#4 68 1.29 4 5 1 1 
#5 65 1.5.8 6 1 5 25 
#6 65 1.30 6 3.5 2.5 6.25 
#7 65 lo04 6 12.5 5.5 30.25 
#8 63 1.40 8 2 6 36 
#9 61 1.30 9 3.5 5.5 30.25 
#10 51 1.19 10 7 3 9 
#11 56 1.08 11.5 10.5 1 1 
' 
#12 56 1.14 11.5 9 2.5 6.25 
#13 53 1.01 13 14- 1 1 
#14- 50 1.04 14 12.5 1.5 2.25 
#15 47 1.08 15 10.5 4.5 20.25 
r = 1"" 6 !D2 
Total n2 = 373.50 
N(N -1) 
I 
r = .34 I 
In grade four a relationship is p~esent but slight between 
achievement and teacher service rating. 
Table 17. Relationship Between Pupil Achievement Gains 
(Divided by I. Q.) and Teacher Rating 1959 
for Grade V 
Pupil Rank Rank 
Gains Order Order D2 Teacher Rating Quotient Ratings Pupil Ach~ D (1) (2) (~) (l:t) <2) (6) (7) 
#1 78 1.18 1 12 11 121 
#2 76 1.14 2 13 11 121 
#3 73 1.57 3 4 1 1 
#4 69 1.24 4 9 5 25 
#5 68 1.36 5 6 1 1 
#6 66 1.79 6 2 4 16 
#7 63 1.20 8 10.5 2.5 6.25 
#8 63 1.02 8 14.5 6.5 42.25 
#9 63 .98 8 16 8 64 
#10 61 1.35 10 7.5 2.5 6.25 
#11 58 1.35 11 7.5 3-5 12.25 
#12 56 1.40 12 5 7 49 
#13 55 1.83 13.5 1 12.5 156.25 
#14 55 1.20 13.5 10.5 3 9 
#15 52 -1.02 15 14.5 .5 o25 
#16 50 1.67 16 3 13. 169. 
2 799.50 
·r = 1 - 6~D2 Total D = 
N(N~-1 
r = -.17 
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There appears to be no positive relationship between 
fifth grade achievement and the teacher service rating. 
Table l~l. Relationship Between Pupil Achievement Gains (Divided by I. Q.) and Teacher Ratings 1959 
for Grade VI 
Pupil Rank Rank 
Gains Order Order 
Teacher Rating Quotient Ratings Pupil Ach. D 
(~) <2> (1) (2) (J) (6) 
#1 76 1.87 1 1 0 
#2 74 1.84 2 2 0 
#3 73 1.40 3 7 4 
#4 70 1 • .57 4 4 0 
#5 68 1.38 5 8 • .5 3.5 
#6 67 1.13 6 13. 7 
#7 6.5 1.4.5 7 5 2 
#8 64 1.10 8.5 14 5.5 
#9 64 .98 8.5 1.5 6 • .5 
#10 .59 1.44 11 6 .5 
#11 .59 1.1.5 11 11 • .5 • .5 
#12 .59 1.1.5 11 11 • .5 .5 
#13 .56 1.34 13 10 3 
#14 51 .87 14 16 2 
#15 50 1.71 15 3 12 
#16 43 1.38 16 8 • .5 7 • .5 
2 
D 
<z> 
0 
0 
16 
0 
12.2.5 
49 
4 
30.2.5 
42.2.5 
2.5 
.25 
• 2.5 
9 
4 
144 
56.25 
r = 1 - 6iD2 2 Total D = 392 • .5 
N(N~ -1) 
r = .42 
16; 
There is a marked relationship between teacher service 
rating and achievement in grade six. 
Changes in Teachin~ Service ' 
During the experimental year 1958-1959 considerable 
1 
effort by McHugh and Manning was directed toward effecting 
changes in teaching service. The teacher ratings between 
the control year 1957-1958 and the experimental year 1958-
1959 were analyzed to determine (1) whether teaching service 
did change, (2) what change resulted in teaching service by 
subject, and (3) the relative standing of individual teachers 
in each of the two ratings. 
The f~llowing table shows the change in teacher service 
from 1958 to 1959: 
1 
Ibid. 
Table 1~: Distribution of Service Ratings of Thirty-
Five Control Teachers in 1958 and 1959 
(1) 1958 (2) 
76-78 
73-75 
70-72 
67-69 
64-66 
61-63 
58-60 
55-57 
52-54 
49-51 
46-48 
43-45 
40-42 1 
37-39 2 
34-36 ~ 31-33 
28-30 11 
25-27 10 
22-m± 2 
N = 35 
M= 29.69 
S.D. 4.26 
The service of the highest-rated teacher in 1958 is 
er than the service of the lowest-rated teacher in 1959. 
1959 ( ) 
5 
3 
2 
1 
7 
2 
7 
2 
2 
3 
1 
35 
63.5 
9.0 
low-
Table number 19 shows the average teacher service rating 
by subject in 1958 as compared to the service rating in the 
same subject in 1959. 
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Table 20. Comparison by Subject of Mean Teacher 
Service Rating in the Thirty-Five 
Teacher Controlled Classrooms · 
Highest Possible 
1-Subiect 1958 1959 Gain SCOl"e (1 (2) (J) (/±) (~) 
Reading 6.90 14.66 7.76 20 
Spelling 4·63 12.40 7-77 16 
Lang.Arts 6.09 9.80 3.71 20 
Soc.studies 6.85 13.77 6.92 20 
Arithmetic 5.34 12.85 7.51 16 
*Since science was not taught on an organized curriculum 
basis in all classrooms, teacher service ratings are not pre• 
sented in this study in that area. 
Spelling, reading and arithmetic service showed the 
greatest increase; whereas language arts showed the least 
change in teacher service. 
The Quartile table which follows shows the relative 
standing of individual teacher's service ratings in 1958 and 
Table 2ID: Comparison of Thirty-Five Teachers' Ratings 
for Two Successive Years, 1958 and 1959 
Ratings 
'5 159 Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 
Ratings 43-5.5 .56-6.5 66-69 70-82 
Q. 4 2 2 4 
-32 ... 40 
Q3 
3 2 2 
30-31 
: 
Q2 4 3 2 1 
28-29 
Ql 3 3 3 1 
:: 22-27 
. 
N = 35 
The table shows that twelve of the thirty-five teachers 
improved their quartile stand~ng in 19.59 after a year of 
subject service assistance. 
166 
Summary 
CHAPTER VI 
CONC:fjUSIONS 
The purpose of this study was to construct and validate 
a scale to be used to rate teaching service to children in 
grades four, five and six. This study was concerned with the 
following three problems: 
A. To build a scale for rating teachers' classroom 
service for the following learning needs of 
children: 
1. Adapting instruction to various levels of 
ability 
2. Providing different progress rates in learning 
3. Giving special help at points of weakness in 
learning development 
4• Encouraging individual and group self-direction 
and initiative 
5. Enriching learning to make it significant and 
use.ful. 
B. To determine the reliability of the teacher service 
rating scale. 
c. To discover the relationship that exists between 
(1) the ratings given to teachers on the above-
16' 
listed services using the rating scale, and 
(2) pupil achievement. 
Constructing the Teacher Service Rating Scale 
The scale for rating the teaching service as it relates 
to the learning needs of pupils was constructed. The work of 
constructing the scale was a two-phase program: (1) selec-
tion of the criteria to be used, and (2) building a manual of 
questions to elicit from the teacher a picture of the service 
which she renders as it relates to the selected criteria. An 
outline of the procedure used in each phase follows: 
Phase One: Selection of the Criteria 
1. Reviewed forty rating scales from fifteen states to 
determine the type of criteria currently in use. After a 
comprehensive analysis of the criteria from the selected 
sample, it was rejected as the great majority was: 
a. Too subjective 
b. Not measurable 
c. Not observable 
d. Not possible for the teacher to attain, 
should she desire, and 
e. Had little or no known relationship to 
pupil achievement. 
2. Through the efforts of thirteen supervisors, prin-
cipals and two professors in the Laboratory,Class in Coopera-
tive Sup.ervision at Boston University, five criteria were 
16 
examined and found to satisfy the basic requi~ements of this 
study. The basis requirements in selecting the criteria were: 
a. Is it measurable? 
b. Is it observable? 
c. Is it possible for all teachers to improve 
their rating on the criteria if they so 
desire, and 
d. Will improved teacher service as it relates to 
the selected criteria result in improved 
achievement by the children served? 
The five criteria selected were: 
1) Provision made for adjusting instruction 
to the various levels of ability in the 
class 
2) Provision made to accomodate individual 
progress rates 
3) Provision made for special practice at 
individual points of weakness 
4) Provision made for self-direction for 
both groups and individuals 
5) Provision made in enriching learning 
and making it significant. 
Using the five criteria a simplified rating scale form 
was made as shm~ in Chapter III. 
1 
Phase Two: Building Manual of Questions 
A manual of questions was designed to accompany the 
rating scale form and to assist the teacher through an inter-
view technique to picture for the rater the service which she 
renders to the children in her class. The questions were as 
follows: 
1. Two teachers were interviewed by a rater using the 
rating scale form as the outline for the interrogation. The 
interviews, conducted by two different raters each using a 
different teacher, were taped and later typed for study. The 
questions and responses were reviewed by several people who 
were making a study of-differentiated instruction. They made 
suggestions for additional questions, deletions or ahanges to 
• 
be made to elicit from the teacher a more complete picture of 
her teaching service. 
2. Twenty-four teachers, eight from each of the fourth, 
fifth and sixth grades representing varying levels of teaching 
service, were then interviewed by three different interrogators 
The three interrogators used the revised questions as described 
above. The twenty-four ratings w~re tape recorded. They were 
~-
replayed many times for various informed groups to rate the 
service as depicted on the tape. Again, suggestions from the 
many raters for improvement were weighed by the research team 
and a third revision of the manu~l of questions was constructed 
as seen in the appendix. 
11'10 
3. The eight elementary principals of Dedh~, Massachu-
setts were then trained in the purpose and use of the rating 
scale. The training program for the principals consisted of 
{a) objectives of the criteria, (D) relationship of the 
criteria to differentiated instruction, (c) services which 
teachers might provide to meet the criteria, and (d) use of 
the manual of questions in rating teachers. 
Reliability of Teachep~Service Rating Scale 
The reliability of the teacher-service rating scale was 
checked in two. ways. They were: 
1. Determining reliability of teacher-service rating 
when two or more rate teacher's service from the s~e inter-
view but each rating independently, and 
2. Determining reliability of the teacher-service rating 
scale when teachers are rated by two people, each rating 
independently through separate interviews. 
Following is an outline of the procedure used for each 
check on the reliability of the rating scale: 
1. Forty-seven fourth, fifth and six grade teachers of 
~I. Dedham and fourteen teachers of gr~de five in Wellesley, 
Massachusetts were rated by two or more raters during the 
years 1958 and 1959. The research supervisors, Dedh~ elemen~ 
tary principals, and other trained personnel were used as 
raters. 
2. In May and June, 1960, fif~y teachers from grades 
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three, rour, rive and six in Dedham were each rated by two 
raters, each using a separate interview. The two interviews 
were rrom one week to two weeks apart and fourteen trained 
raters participated. The rourth revision or the Teacher 
Rating Scale Manual was used. 
Validation of Teacher-Service Rating Scale 
The validation or the teacher-service rating scale was 
accomplished by determining the relationship which existed be-
tween teachep-service ratings, as determined rrom interviews 
using the selected criteria, and pupil achievement. The 
rollowing comparisons were made: 
1. Change in pupil achievement as teacher service 
improved 
2. Relationship between pupil achievement quotients 
by classroom and the teacher's service rating 
3. Relationship of mean achievement scores by 
classroom to teacher service ratings 
4• Relationship by grade level between achievement 
gains divided by the I. Q. and teacher rating 
scores. 
Further investigations were made to determine: 
1. Did teacher service ratings imp~ove with planned 
assistance to the teacher by two research super-
visors rrom the rirst ratings at the end of the 
1957-1958 year to the end or the school year 
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1958-1959? 
2. Did the relative position o£ the teacher from 
the first rating in June of 1958 change when 
rated again in June of 1959? 
Conclusions 
A scale of teacher service to pupils was built which has 
the following features: can be administered in an hour's 
interview in the teacher's classroom; indicates specific 
services which can be improved; is reliable; and bears some 
relationship to pupil achievement. 
1. The reliability of the scale is indicated by the 
following: 
a. A correlation of .90 between two separate 
ratings on the same teacher 
b. A correlation o£ .93 of two raters rating the 
same interview 
a. A mean deviation of rat.ings of 4.6 between two 
separate ratings. This is on a scale with an 
effective range of 23-92. 
d. Deviations of individual subject ratings by two 
different examiners rating two different inter-
views were slight: reading, 2.04; spelling, 
1.22; arithmetic, 1.68; social studies, 1.38; 
language, 1.68. These are on scales with an 
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effective range 5-20. 
2. Possibility of teacher change in service-to-pupil 
rating under a program which gives the teacher 
specific help in improving services found lacking 
in a preliminary review of currently used rating 
scales is indicated by the following: 
a. A mean change of 33.8 in ratings of thirty-five 
teachers resulted from a year's supervisory 
program. The highest-rated teacher in 1958 was 
lower than the lowest-rated teacher in 1959. 
b. The change was not proportionate to initial 
teacher service ratings; some teachers in the 
lowest quarter in service to pupils in 1958 were 
in the highest half of the teachers in 1959. 
c. Changes in the service ratings in the various 
subjects varied: the largest improvement in 
service was in spelling, reading, arithmetic 
and social studies; the least change was in 
language arts. 
3. Validity of the service ratings in predicting pupil 
achievement gains is indicated by the following: 
a. As the average service_ rating improved, achieve-
ment to pupils in grades five and six improved 
four and six months respectively; in grade four 
there was little measurable change. 
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b. The relationship between pupil class achieve-
ment quotients and the teacher ratings was .47. 
c. The relationship between pupil achievement gains 
in a single year and teacher service ratings was 
.20. In grade four the correlation was .34; 
in grade five -.17; in grade six .42. 
Need for Further Research 
A. Follow-up studies on validity of service ratings in 
relation to pupil achievement: 
1. Achievement studies in which full services have 
been established for an entire year. 
2. Construction of tests which permit measures of 
achievements in many outcomes of differentiated 
instruction not now measured, such as: 
a. Higher mental processes 
b. Ability to use knowledge 
c. Zeal for learning; self-direction 
d. In special subject achievement - composi-
tion, oral reporting, etc. 
e. Personal growth - social growth. 
B. Possibilities in self-evaluation 0f teachers; pro-
viding a self administering check-list which will 
enable the teacher to analyze and evaluate her own 
service in separate subjects. 
1. Reliability studies of teacher self-rating. 
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2. Analysis of school systems or separate schools 
in relation to service needs in several subjects 
o. Adapting the service scale to other types of school 
organization; this study is dependent upon self-
contained classrooms. Departmental teaching, 
teacher-team teaching, etc. will demand adaptations. 
D. Teacher acceptability to service to pupil rating as 
compared to other types o~ merit rating. 
E. Improvement and refinement of teaching devices and 
aids in order to permit better service to pupils. 
F. Evaluations of combinations used as raters to 
determine the better plan. Some combinations war~ 
ranting investigation are: 
l. Local principals and supervisors after suitable 
training program 
2. Outside team 
3. Select group from within the staff with suitable 
training program 
4. Combination of consultants and local group 
Possible Uses 
A. Possibility of the use of the scale in teacher 
education: 
1. Select classrooms in which to place student 
teachers 
2. To evaluate teachers in graduate programs to 
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discover what their needs are for improvement 
to the rank of master teacher 
3. To provide specific services to cooperating 
schools where student teachers are placed. 
B. As a local curriculum guide for teachers to inform 
them of provisions which they could make to improve 
their teaching service. 
c. As a first step in quaiifying for a review of status 
where merit salary schedules are in vogue. The 
teacher's self-evaluation, if of sufficient quality, 
would indicate need for further review. 
177 
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APPENDIX 
EVALUATION INSTRUMENT 
THmD REVIS!'O~ 
/~A'{{ 20, 19.59 
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To the Interrogator: 
This outline has been used by several people 
and on many occasions. You wi11 have greater 
success in your interview if you will proceed 
closely in accordance with the outline. The major 
topics identified by the capital letters will pro-
vide you with the lead questions, and the sub-topics 
indicate either a possible answer which you may 
expect or a further outline for you to follow as 
you probe for a complete picture of the service 
being rendered in the particular area. 
Maintain a mental image of the check sheet on 
which you will rate the service which t~e teacher 
provides to the pupils of her class~ Probe until 
you are satisfied that you can accurately check 
off the level of service being rendered. 
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What grade do you teach? 
,How many children in your classroom? 
READING: 
I. Do you have a range of abilities in your classroom in 
reading? 
A. 
B. 
c. 
How 
1. 
2. 
. 
3' 
4· 
In 
did you organize your reading program? 
Ntimber of groups 
Levels of texts used 
What criteria did you use in organizing your 
groups? 
a. Use of tests 
(1) Formal 
(2) Informal 
b. Teacher Observation and Judgment 
Have you had to make any additional changes? 
a. Regrouping 
b. Flexibility 
terms of the texts of the grade, where are the 
groups now working? 
l. Will all finish the text they are now using? 
2. What about those who finish early? 
3- Do you find that you have to keep a record of 
where the different groups are working? 
How well do you feel that your youngsters read? 
1. On what criteria do you base your judgment? 
a. Informal tests (How do you do these?) 
b. Formal tests " " " " 11 
o. Oral reading II 
" " " 
II 
d. Comprehension checks n " " 
II 
" 
18~ 
1. 
e. Recall (How do you do these?) 
r. Word analysis skills II 
" " " " 
2. What are the needs of your low achieving 
youngsters? 
a. How do you make provisions for these needs? 
b. Do you have a planned program for these 
needs? 
3. What are the skills weaknesses of your high 
achievers? 
a. Outlining 
b. Note taking 
c. Elaborative thinking 
d. Critical thinking 
e. Comprehension 
f'. 'Speed 
g. 1.-Jord analysis 
4. What is your program for strengthening these 
weaknesses? 
a. Is it a planned program? 
5. tfuat are the general areas of' interest in reading 
in your class outside of the basal texts? 
a. Library books 
b. Magazines 
c. Specialties 
d. Plays 
e. Hobbies 
6. Do you know what each pupil is doing for added 
reading activity? 
a.. In school 
b, Outside of school 
I UC 
2. 
o. How do you know this? 
1. Does independent reading take place in the 
average and slow groups? 
a. How often 
b. How muoh 
8. What kinds of ~~ading a~tivities do you plan to~ 
in your ~~ading program? 
!l· Whoie cl~fl~ -agt1v~t.ie~ 
b. Stg:ry ,ij,Q~r$ 
a. Plays 
d. Audio-visual 
e. Choral reading 
r. Play reading 
g. Discussions 
h. Do you read to the. children? 
(1) How often 
(2) Type of material 
(3) Why 
9. Do you find it difficult to create enthusiasm and 
interest in reading? 
a. How do you do it? 
10. Do you find that the children wish to share what 
they have read? 
a. How do they do this? 
1 t17 
SPELLING: 
A. Would you tell me how your class is organized for 
spelling? 
B. 
1. Groups 
a. Fast 
b. Average 
c. Slow 
2. Pairs of threes 
3· How do these units function? 
Where are the children now working? 
1. How many words for the slow? 
2. Any change in number of words as the year has 
progressed? 
3. What will those who finish early do? 
c. Did you notice any particular difficulties which 
youngsters may have in spelling? 
1. How did you learn this? 
2. lfu.at did you do about it? 
a, Ear for sound 
b. Word analysis 
c. Visual memory 
d. Transfer to use 
e. Meaning 
D. Do you feel that the text has sufficient coverage of 
words to meet all the pupils' needs for the grade? 
1. What do you do about this? 
2.. Other lists 
a. Where from 
b. How kept 
i 
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(1) Notebooks 
(2) Frequency for .gat~ering lists 
(3) How are the words selected? 
(4) Any difficulty in collecting a list? 
(5) How do you check these words? 
5. 
E. How do you make the transfer from spelling lists to the 
children's written vocabularies? 
1. Dictation 
2. Functional writing 
3. Written reports 
4. Creative writing 
I. LANGUAGE (Written): 
A. How did you organize your class for written language? 
B. What kinds of writing practices do you have your 
youngsters do to improve their writing skills? 
1. Letter writing 
2. Outlining 
3. Note taking 
4!t Paragraphing 
5. Reporting 
6. Organization 
7. Stories 
8. Poems 
9. Plays 
c. How are the writing skills taught? (See above list.) 
1. Materials? (What and where derived?) 
2. Methods of providing practice? 
3. Class organization to stimulate activity? 
4. Class organization to reinforce proper practice? 
6. 
D. How do you transfer the writing skills from the language 
class to the content subjects such as Social Studies or 
Science? 
II. ORAL LANGUAGE: 
A. ~T.hat are your ranges of ability in oral language? 
1. Poor speakers 
2. Verbally glib 
3~ Speech problems 
4. What do you do about these? 
B. What are the weaknesses of your poor speakers? 
1. Oral skills 
a. Pronunciation 
b. Enunciation 
c. Pitch 
d. Quality 
c. How do you p~ovide opportunities for improving weaknesses? 
l. Materials for practice 
2. Grouping 
a. Instructional Skills 
(1) Discussing 
(2) Reporting 
(3) Dramatization 
(4) Play reading 
(5) Choral speaking 
(6) Specialties 
D. How do you transfer oral skills to other curriculum areas? 
E. How do you evaluate listening activities? 
1. Tests 
2. Small group evaluating teams 
3~ Oral recall 
4. Summary 
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SOCIAL STUDIES: 
A. How is your Social Studies Program organized? 
1. Number of groups 
B. What materials are available in your classroom? 
1. Basal text 
2. Supplementary materials 
3. Multi-texts 
c. How are assignments. made in ~elation to the groups? 
1. Study guid~s 
2. Pupil-team instruction 
8. 
D. Do you feel that the materials available to you serve the 
needs of the slow? 
1. How do you supplement these? 
2. How do you adapt the materials to the needs of this 
gro'qp?· 
E. Do you feel that the materials available to you serve. the 
needs of the average? 
1. How do you adapt the materials to the needs of this 
group? 
2. How do you supplement? 
F. Do you feel that the materials available to you serve the 
needs of the high achievers? 
1. How do you adapt materials for the needs of this 
group? 
2. How do you supplement? 
a. Spec.ialties 
{1) How many, how often? 
(2) Alone or in groups? 
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G. 
H. 
(3} Name of last specialty, name of 
specialties now in planning stage? 
9. 
(4) Planned activities at the end of units? 
(5} What use is made of local resources? 
How often do you use: 
1. Oral presentation by 
teacher? 
2. Varied assignments? 
3. Paired practice or 
team learning? 
4. Preliminary vocabulary 
drill? 
5. Questions to guide 
reading? 
When was the last time 
you had it? 
11 
" 
II 
II 
" 
6, Simple Study Guides - (For each unit?) 
Have you noticed any specific needs in instruction in: 
1. Map reading? ) ) What have 
2. Factual retension? ) 
) you done 
3. Understandings of Time and J?istance? ) ) about it? 
4. Geographical locations? ) 
I. Do you feel that your top achievers have any weaknesses? 
1. What have you done about it? 
J. Do you feel that your average achievers have any weak-
nesses? 
1. What have you done about it? 
I. Do you feel that your low achievers have any weaknesses? 
1. What are these weaknesses? 
2. ~~at have you done about it? 
193 
10. 
L. Acknowledging that some will finish Social Studies assign-
ments faster than others, what do you do when this occurs? 
1. Specialties 
2. Independent or specialized reading 
3. Elaborative thinking 
4. Critical thinking 
5. Advanced text 
6. Projects 
M. How do you enrich your Social Studies Program? 
1. Motivational discussion 
· 2. Movies 
3. Slides 
4. Specialties 
5. Dramatics in relation to Social Studies 
6. Exhibits 
a. What kind, how often? 
1. Bulletin Boards 
a. How pertinent to Social Studies? How often do 
you change them? 
8. Field trips 
9. Classroom visitors in relation to Social Studies 
I ':llf. 
11. 
ARITHMETIC: 
A. Would you describe how your alass is organized for 
arithmetic? 
1. Groups 
2. Pairs or threes 
B. Where in t~rm~ qf the text are these groups wo3?1~!n~? 
C! Wha~ 4~termines ~h~~~e~ or not ~hey may move ahead.t 
D~ What happens when a group ftnishe~ the text of. ~h~ grade? 
E. 1N.hat are the difficulties which you have notic~a w~th 
your slow group? 
1. How did you discover these? 
2. What have you done about them? 
F. What are the difficulties which you have noticed with 
your average group? 
1. How did you discove~ these? 
2. What have you done about them? 
G. What are the difficulties which you have noticed with 
your fast group? 
1. How did you discover these? 
2. What have you done about them? 
H. Do the groups change? Why? 
1. Illness 
2. Change of rate on the part of the partners 
I. What kind of service do the top achievers need? 
J. lihat kind of service do the average achievers need? 
K. What kind of service-do the ~low achievers need? 
L. What indication have you that your class is mastering 
the work? 
M. How do you broaden the expe~iences of children in 
arithmetic? 
'7::;> 
